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MUNICIPAL     REFORM 
MANIFESTO,   1913. 


^  The  following  Manifesto  has  been  issued  on 
"  behalf  of  the  Municipal  Reform  Party  in  con- 
S  nection  with  the  L.C.C.  Elections  of  March  next. 

^  This  Manifesto,  it  should  be  noted,  was  only 
issued  on  January  13,  1913,  and  consequently  did 
not  appear  until  a  date  considerably  later  than 
that  on  which  the  following  chapters  were  in  the 
main  written. 

"  1.    On  the  6th  of  March,  1913,  it  falls  to  the  lot 

I  of  London  ratepayers  to  elect  a  County  Council,  which, 

3  with  the  aid  of  the  City  Corporation  and  the  Borough 

"•    Councils,   will  govern  London  for  better  or  for  worse 

u  for    the    next    tliree    years.       We    are    convinced    that 

London    would    be   better    governed    if    the    ratepayers 

were  again  to  elect  the  Municipal  Reform  Party  and 

were  again  to  reject  the  Progressive-Socialist  Party. 

"  2.    Why  do  we  think  so?     The  Party  of  Municipal 
Reform  alone  work  in  harmony  with  the  City  Corpora- 
tion and  with  the   Biorough  Councils ;    their  aim  is  to 
co-operate    w'ith   them   for    the    good   of    London,   and 
already  this  joint  and  harmonious  working  has  resulted 
z  in    mxuch    economy    and     practical     advantage.       The 
D£  Prosrressives   seek  to   absorb   or   destrov  tirem,   and  by 
^^  such  a  process  to  make  the  London  County  Council  one 
gigantic     form     of     bureaucratic    government,     highly 


centralised,  and  incapable  of  responding  to  any  popular 
sentiment. 

"  3.  The  Municipal  Reform  Party  alone  stand  for 
the  vital  principle  of  Economy.  The  Progressive  Party 
were  dominant  on  the  London  County  "Council  for 
eighteen  \ears,  and  when,  six  years  ago,  the  ratepayers 
of  London,  disgusted  with  their  reckless  and  un- 
remunerati\c  expenditure,  their  increased  liabilities,  and 
their  diminished  credit,  their  Socialistic  schemes, .  and 
their  party  prejudices,  returned  the  Municipal  Reform 
Party,  that  party  set  to  work  to  restore  the  financial 
credit  of  the  Council,  and  to  conduct  its  administratioa 
on  business  and  commonsense  lines. 

4.  Let  the  ratepayers  contrast  to-day  their  position 
with  what  it  was  six  years  ago,  when  the  Municipal 
Reform  Party  came  into  power.  The  credit  ot  Londort 
is  far  higher ;  its  financial  position  is  far  stronger ;  the 
general  rate  for  all  purposes  other  than  education  has 
been  kept  at  17d.  in  the  pound,  an  amount  which  has 
never  been  increased  by  a  fraction  of  a  farthing  by  the 
Municipal  Reform  Party  during  their  six  years  of  office. 

■">.  Vet  for  that  ITd.  the  Municipal  Reform  Party 
have  been  able  to  give  everything  to  London  which  a 
well-managed  municipality  ought  to  provide.  They 
have  completed  the  great  main  drainage  extension 
scheme,  which  Progressive  neglect  delayed.  They  have 
added  to  the  parks  and  (ither  facilities  for  recreation ; 
strengthened  the  Fire  Brigade ;  carried  out  urgent 
street  improvements;  vigorously  assailed  the  evils  of 
ov^crcrowding ;  zealously  administered  the  Acts  de- 
signed to  safeguard  the  public  health;  improved  the 
wages  and  conditions  of  thousands  of  their  employes; 
and  secured  substantial  efficiency  in  all  departments  of 
the  Council.  They  have,  in  fact,  opened  up  a  new  era 
of  civic  life  for  London  wherein  economy  and  efficiency 
go  hand  in  hand. 


"  6.  How  has  this  happy  state  of  affairs  bi  ;n 
arrived  at?  The  answer  is  by  the  apphcation  to 
municipal  affairs  and  municipal  expenditure  of  the  same 
commonsense  busi,ness  principles  which  most  successful 
men  apply  to  their  own  private  concerns.  The  financial 
policy  of  the  Municipal  Reformers  in  the  main  has 
been  guided  by  the  principle  that  London  can  only  have 
in  any  one  year  what  it  can  afford  to  pay  for  without 
raising  the  ITd.  rate,  which  they  have  regarded  as  a 
limit  for  municipal  expenditure. 

"  7.  What  of  the  future?  What  hope  is  there  for 
the  ratepayer  in  'the  next  six  years  of  keeping  the 
general  rate  (that  is,  other  than  the  education  rate) 
stationary  at  17d.  ?  If  the  Progressive-Socialist  Party 
i,s  returned  it  is  certain  that  this  rate  will  be  largely 
increased,  for  that  party  have  shown  themselves  stub- 
bornly impenitent  as  regards  extravagance.  No  efforts 
for  economy  have  ever  met  with  the  slightest  support 
from  the  Progressives ;  while  it  has  been  their  constant 
aim  and  object,  by  many  a  motion  in  the  Londonj 
County  Council,  to  advocate  measures  which  would 
greatly  increase  both  the  annual  expenditure  and  the 
debt  of  London.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  Muni;cipal 
Reform^  Party  be  returned,  they  wi,ll  make  the  utmost 
endeavour  not  to  exceed  the  general  rate  of  17d.,  but 
it  is  scarcely  possible  that  they  can  continue  to  be 
successful  unless  the  Government  redeems  its  pledges 
by  redressing  the  injustiqe  under  which  London  rate- 
payers have  for  long  suffered. 

General  Policy. 

"  8.  liousing  and  Slum  Arsas.  The  Municipal 
Reform  Party  recognise  that  the  rapid  improvement  in 
the  means  of  transit  has  done  much  to  relieve  the 
congestion  of  the  crowded  central  areas.  Nevertheless, 
they   have   steadily   directed    their    efforts    towards    re- 


moving  bad  housing  conditions,  and  they  are  now 
carrying  out  the  largest  shim  clearance  scheme  ever 
undertaken  in  London— fifteen  acres  in  a  district 
notorious  for  its  \ery  high  death  rate,  namely,  the 
Tabard  Street  area  in  Southwark. 

"  9.  Tramways  and  Traffic.  The  Municipal  Reform 
Party  have  managed,  and  will  continue  to  manage,  the 
tramway  ser\icc  on  sound  commercial  lines.  They  have 
insisted,  and  will  insist,  on  ample  provision  for  renewals 
and  reserve  funds,  and  for  a  reasonable  contribution 
from  the  Tramways  Account  towards  the  cost  of  street 
widenings  for  tramway  purposes.  Recently,  the  receipts 
of  all  tramway  undertakings  in  and  around  London 
have  been  affected  by  the  competition  of  motor- 'buses. 
'While  it  would  be  opposed  to  the  interest  of  the 
travelling  public,  to  drive  the  motor-'buses  oft  the  streets, 
they  ought  to  be  subject  to  reasonable  regulations,  and 
to  make  an  equitable  contribution  towards  the  upkeep 
of  the  roads.  A  traftio  policy  is  larger  than  a  tramway 
policy.  The  Municipal  Reform  Party,  therefore,  will 
continue  to  urge  upon  the  Government  the  immediate 
appointment  of  a  Traffic  Board.  A  Radical  Government, 
however,  acting  in  concert  with  the  Progressive  Party, 
obstinately  refuses  this  remedy  for  many  of  the  ills 
from  which  London  suffers  in  the  matter  of  locomotion. 
Moreover,  the  Road  Board  instituted  by  a  Radical 
Government,  has  hoarded  up  over  two  millions  of 
money,  and  has  not,  up  to  the  present  time,  aided  the 
expenditure  upon  London  roads  by  any  substantial 
portion  of  the  money  largely  derived  from  London.  A 
Traffic  Board  would,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Municipal 
Reform  Party,  aqt  in  a  perfectly  fair  and  impartial 
manner  between  the  competing  means  of  public  transit. 
Without  such  a  Board  it  would  be  difficult  to  settle  the 
question  of  how  fast-and-slow,  heavy-and-light  traffic 
can  be  regulated  :  to  take  proper  means  to  diminish  the 
many  accidents  to  life  and  limb  that  happen  daily  in 


our  streets ;  and  to  ascertain  what  contributions  should 
be  made  by  motor  traffic  towards  the  cost  of  main- 
tenance of  the  public  streets. 

"10.  Labour  Questions.  The  Municipal  Reform 
Party  have  maintained  the  policy  which  received  the 
endorsement  of  the  electors  in  1910,  whereby  they  have 
placed  contracts  at  home  instead  of  abroad,  where  the 
difference  in  cost  was  about  10  per  cent.,  thus  giving 
employment  to  British  workmen.  Further,  in  manyi: 
contracts  executed  in  London,  they  have  secured  a 
preference  for  Londoners  in  both  skilled  and  unskilled 
labour.  They  have  insisted  in  all  their  contracts  upon 
the  observance  of  the  conditions  as  to  wages  and  hours 
of  labour  agreed  upon  between  the  associations  of 
employers  and  employed.  The  Municipal  Reform  Party 
will  maintain  their  sympathetic  attitude  towards  Labour 
problems  and  wdll  continue  to  uphold  the  reputation 
of  the  Council  as  model  employers. 

Education. 

"11.  The  ^Municipal  Reformers,  during  the  last 
six  years,  have  maintained  the  policy  which  they  placed 
in  the  forefront  of  their  programme  in  1907.  They 
have  made  special  efforts  to  develop  industrial  and 
technical  education,  both  by  the  establishment  of 
scholarships  and  by  increasing  largely  the  grants  to 
the  polytechnics,  and  founding  or  aiding  trade  day; 
schools.  By  their  scheme  of  central  elementary  schools 
with  an  industrial  bias  they  are  making  a  great  experi- 
ment in  practical  education.  They  have  removed  the 
inequality  of  treatment  accorded  by  the  Progressives  tQ 
teachers  and  children  in  voluntary  schools,  and  by  this 
means  they  have  not  only  saved  the  ratepayers  great 
expense  in  providing  new  buildings,  but  preserved  a 
very  valuable  form  of  religious  teaching.  There  are 
now  upon  the  Care  Committee  7,500  voluntary  workers. 
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who,  with  unselfish  devotion,  spend  much  time  in 
carrying  out  the  duties  imposed  upon  the  Council  as  to 
medical  treatment  and  the  feeding  of  necessitous 
children.  They  are  also  working  with  the  Advisory 
Committee  of  the  Board  of  Trade  in  giving  the  children 
a  start  in  life  and  supervising  their  lives  in  the  first  year 
of  their  work.  Tilie  medical  treatment  scheme  is 
proving  successful,  and  has  received  praise  from  the. 
Board  of  Education.  By  the  establishment  of  open- 
air  classes  in  the  play-grounds,  as  well  as  open-air 
schools,  a  still  further  advance  has  been  made  in  the 
care  of  the  children's  health.  The  most  important 
educational  scheme  which  has  been  initiated  is  that 
by  which  the  number  of  children  under  one  teacher  vv'ill 
be  reduced  to  40  in  the  course  of  the  next  15  years, 
an  arrangement  which  has  met  with  the  warm  approval 
of  the  Board  of  Education. 

"12.  During  recent  years  the  Board  of  Education 
has  forced  upon  the  ratepayers  heavy  increases  of 
expenditure  in  many  directions  without  any  assistance 
from  national  funds.  The  only  opportunity  of  arresting 
the  growth  of  London's  education  rate  is  through  the, 
action  of  some  Government,  which  will  regard  edu- 
cation as  largely  a  national  service,  and  will  revert  to 
the  happier  times  for  the  ratepayers  when  a  far  larger, 
share  of  this  national  expenditure  was  borne  by  the 
general  taxpayers  of  the  .country  and  by  the  general 
wealth  of  the  community. 

"];5.  Finally,  as  regards  all  expenditure,  and 
especially  educational  expenditure,  it  is  evident  that 
the  future  is  dark  indeed  for  the  London  ratepayers 
should  a  Radical  Government,  which  has  shown  itself 
wholly  unsympathetic  with  London's  case  and  London's 
interests,  find  after  March  nex^  on  the  London  County 
Council  vvilling  allies  in  the  Progressive  Party  to  force 
on    the    ratepayers    of    London    all    manner    of    future 
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expenditure,    without    any    adequate    and   compensating 
grants  to  meet  these  increased  burdens. 

14.  On  the  other  hand,  the  great  hope  of  London 
ratepayers  must  rest  in  the  possibility  of  an  alliance 
such  as  has  never  yet  been  tried  in  the  history  of 
London  government — an  alliance  between  a  L^nionist 
Government  at  Westminster,  willing  to  redress  the  rate- 
payers' grievances,  and  a  ^Municipal  Reform  Party  in 
power  on  the  London  County  and  Borough  Councils, 
business-like  in  their  rule,  zealous  to  safeguard  the 
interests  of  all  classes,  and  to  make  London  the  model 
city  of  the  civilised  world. 

"  (Signed)  H.   M.   Jessel. 

Cyril  Jackson. 
AV.   Hayes  Fisher." 


L.C.C.     FINANCE. 


N.B. — The  question  of  Finance  in  so  far  as  it 
relates  to  the  Metropolitan  City  and  Borough  Councils 
is  dealt  with  fully  in  the  pamphlet  issued  by  this 
Society  entitled  "  The  Metropolitan,  City  and  Borough 
Councils,  their  Origin,  Constitution  and  Duties,"  and 
consequently  it  is  not  thought  necessary  to  enter  further 
into  this  branch  of  London's  Finance  in  the  following 
section. 


Further  particulars  in  regard  to  L.C.C.  Finance 
ending  with  the  year  1909,  will  be  found  in  the  1910 
Edition  of  L.C.C.  Facts  and  Arguments  (Vol.  I., 
pages  1-80^. 


The  question  of  L.C.C.  Finance  is  of  importance, 
not  'merely  per  se,  but  because  it  necessarily  enters  into 
every  branch  of  the  work  which  the  Council  is  called 
upon  to  perform,  and  is  directly  influenced  by  the 
expenditure  of  each  of  the  various  departments. 

In  the  first  place,  we  desire  to  call  attention  to  the 
following  statement  which  contains  the  principal  par- 
ticulars regarding  the  L.C.C.  Estimates  for  the  year 
1912-13.  The  table,  it  will  be  noted,  gives  particulars 
both  in  regard  to  Ordinary  Administration  as  also  in 
regard  to  Education  Administration  :  -  - 


L.C.C.    Estimates,    1912-13. 

Ordinary  Administration. 


1912-13. 


1911-12. 


Balance  brought  forward  ... 
Estimated   income  (including  rate 
of  l.s.  5d.  in  £)    ... 

Total      

Estimated  expenditure 


328,584 
5,233,374 


5,561,958 
5,331,077 


Estimated  balance  carried  forward         230,881 


361,595 
5,195,470 


5,557,065 
5,312,481 


244,584 


Increase  (  +  ) 

or 
decrease  ( - ). 


-      33,011 
+     37,904 


4-      4,893 
-h     18,596 


13,703 


Education   Administration. 


1912-13. 

1911-12. 

517,000 
5,757,814 

Increase   (-|-) 

or 
decrease  (-) 

Balance  brought  forward  ... 
Estimated  income  (including   rate 
of  Is.  9id.  in£) 

50l'',500 

5,791,192 

6,292  692 
6  070,104 

£ 

-      15,500 

-1-     33,378 

Total       

Estimated  Expenditure     

6,274.814 
6,017,793 

+     17,878 
+     52,311 

Estimated  balance  carried  forward 

222,588 

257,021 

-      34,433 

Total  Budget,   1912-13. 


1912-13. 

1911-12. 

Increase  (-f) 

or 
decrease  ( - ), 

Balance  brought  forward 

Estimated  income  (including  rate 
o(  3s.  2id.  in  £) 

£ 

830,084 
11,024  566 

£ 
878,595 

10,953,284 

£ 

-      48,511 

-1-     71,282 

Total       

Estimated  expenditure 

11,854,650 
11,401,181 

11,831,879 
11,330,274 

-1-     22,771 
+     70,907 

Estimated  balance  carried  forward 

453,469 

501,605 

-     48,136 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  rates  for  the  year  1912-13, 
both  for  ordinary  and  education  purposes,  are  the  same 
as  those  for  the  year  1911-12,  viz.:  Is.  Od.  and 
Is.   9jd.  in  the  pound  respectively. 

The  Finance  Committee,  in  a  report  dated  October  9, 
1912,  presented  to  the  Council  on  October  15  last,  also 
deal  with  this  same  subject.  In  this  report,  the  Finance 
Committee  state:  — 

"  At  the  meeting  of  the  Council  on  July  30,  1912, 
our  Chairman  made  a  provisional  announcement  that, 
so  far  as  could  be  foreseen,  and  subject  to  further 
consideration  after  the  recess,  it  would  not  be  necessary 
to  recommend  any  alteration  in  the  amount  of  the  rate 
originally  estimated  for  the  second  six  months  of  the  year. 
The  present  position  is  substantially  the  same  as  it  was 
in  July,  and  we  think  that  the  Council  should  now  make 
the  rates  as  provisionally  announced.  The  total  rate 
now  to  be  made  is  half  the  rate  for  the  complete  year 
1912-13,  viz.,  3s.  2'25d.  in  the  pound.  This  is  made 
up  as  follows — (i)  for  purposes  other  than  education, 
Is.  5d.  (Is.  2'65d.  for  general  county  and  2'35cl.  for 
special  county  purposes)  ;  (ii)  for  ourooses  of  education, 
Is.  9id. 

"  The  assessable  value  of  the  administrative  county 
since  the  beginning  of  the  financial  year  has  been 
reduced  on  appeal  by  £44,509.  This  reduction  will 
cause  a  diminution  in  the  proceeds  of  the  county  rate 
for  the  year  of  £2,717  on  General  County  Account, 
£3,941  on  Education  Account,  and  £436  on  Special 
County  Account.      We  recommend — 

"  ((?)  That  the  Council  do  hereby  estimate  the 
amount  that  will  be  required  to  be  raised  in  the  second 
six  months  of  the  financial  year  ending  March  31,  1913, 
by  means  of  contributions,  to  be  as  follows :  — 

General  County  Account — 
For  purposes  other  £ 

than  education  ...     1,366,545  equal  to  a  rate  of    7'325d.  in  the  £ 

For  education      ...     1,982,191  „  10-625d. 


3,348,736  17-950d. 

Special  County  Account    191,270  „  l-175d. 


3,540,006  „  19-125d, 


(^Extracted  from  L.C.C.  Agenda,  p.  4.) 


The  total  estimated  expenditure  of  the  Council  for 
the  year  101 '2-13,  it  will  be  noted,  amounts  to  the  very 
substantial  sum  of  .CI  1,401,181.  This  largely  exceeds 
in  amount  the  annual  national  expenditure  of  many, 
countries  both  in  and  out  of  Europe,  e.g.,  Denmark 
(expenditure:  £7,731,000;  population:  2,775,076), 
Norway  (expenditure:  £6,540,000;  population: 
2,392, 000\,  Greece  (expenditure:  £5,601,000;  popu- 
lation: 2,700,000},  Servia  (expenditure:  £4,803,000; 
population:  2,912,000),  Switzerland  (expenditure: 
£3,Gi)9,000;  population:  3,742,000),  Bulgaria  (ex- 
penditure: £7,136,000;  population:  4,329,200), 
Bolivia,  Peru,  Cuba,  etc.,  etc. 

The  magnitude  o'f  the  London  County  Council's 
expenditure  in  itself  is  sufficient  to  prove  conclusively 
that  there  are  scarcely  any  cities  in  the  world  which 
for  the  purposes  of  local  government  are  in  any  sense 
comparable  to  London,  and  most  certainly  none  in  any 
part  of  the  United  Kingdom. 

The  subject  of  L.C.C.  expenditure  necessarily 
divides  itself  into  two  parts :  — 

( 1  )  Expenditure  which  is  defrayed  out  of  the 
rates ;   and 

2)    Expenditure     in     respect     of     which     debt     is 
incurred. 


(1)    L.C.C.    Rates. 

The  rales  for  which  the  Council  is  now  directly 
responsible  are  two  in  number.  Firstly,  the  ordinary 
County  Rate,  and,  secondly,  the  Education  Rate.  The 
following  table  gives  the  amount  of  these  two  rates 
for  the  past  13  years:  — 


'ris/-^^/ 


/^\X^^ 


Year. 

Party  in 

Ordinary   County 

Education 

Power. 

Rate. 

Rate. 

1900-1 

P. 

d. 
14-50 

13-98 

1901-2 

P. 

15-00 

14-51 

1902-3 

P. 

15-50 

14-66 

1903-4. 

P. 

16-75 

15  18 

1904-5 

P. 

17-75 

1600* 

1905-6 

P. 

17-00 

1800 

1906-7 

P. 

17-00 

19  00 

1907-8 

M.R. 

17-00 

18-00 

1908-y 

M.R. 

17-00 

19-00 

1909-10       .. 

M.R. 

17-00 

19-75 

1910-11       ... 

M.R. 

17-00 

20-25 

1911-12       ... 

M.R. 

17-00 

21-25 

1912-13       ... 

M.R. 

1700 

21-25 

*  The  Education  Rate  was  levied   by  the  London  School   Board  down 
to  and  including  the  half-year  ended  September,  1904. 

From  the  foregoing  table  it  will  be  noted  that 
the  ordinary  Goynty  Hate  has  remained  unchanged  in 
amount  during  the  whoSe  period  of  upwards  of  six  years 
in  which  the  Municipal  fSeform  party  have  been  in  a 
majority  on  the  Council. 

So  far  as  the  Education  Rate  is  concerned,  it  will 
be  observed  that  since  the  last  year  of  ProgTfesiverule^ 
this  has  increased  in  amount  by  2jd.  in  the  pound. 
This  increase  in  the  Education  Rate  represents  a  total 
increase  in  expenditure  of  £420,000  per  annum.  This 
increase,  however,  it  should  be  carefully  borne  in  mind, 
is  more  than  accounted  for  by  the  fact  that  this  year  the 
sum  required  for  teachers'  salaries  represents  an 
increase  of  no  less  than  £429,000,  as  compared  with 
the  corresponding  figure  for  the  year  1906-7.  Jn 
other  words,  the  increase  in  teachers'  salaries  conse- 
quent upon  the  new  scale  of  salaries  carried  by  the 
Progressives  in  the  year  1905,  shortly  before  they  went 
out  of  office,  coupled  with  the  improved  salaries  granted 
to  teachers  in  non-provided  schools,  and  the  saSaries 
of  the  additional  teachers  rendered  necessary  by  cir- 
cumstances, more  than  accounts  for  the  totaS  increase 
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in  the  amount  of  the  Education  Rate  dus-ing  the  period 
in  which  the   Reformers    have    been    in    the  majority. 

Thi^    is    an    important    fact,    consequently,    to    impress 
upon  London  Electors. 

It  must  not  for  one  moment  be  supposed  that  the 
Municipal  Reform  Party  are  opposed  to  this  increase  in 
teachers"  salaries.  All  that  it  is  sought  to  emphasize 
is  that  since  this  increase  is  consequent  upon  the 
action  of  the  Progressives,  taken  whilst  still  in  a 
majority  in  the  Council,  it  now  ill  becomes  that  Party 
to  gird  at  the  Municipal  Reformers  on  account  of  the 
consequential  increase  in  educational  expenditure, 
which  they  themselves  have  rendered  inevitable. 

So  far  as  the  increase  in  the  Education  Rate  is 
concerned,  the  point  is  well  put  in  a  recent  lecture  on 
London  Education  by  Mr.  Cyril  S.  Cobb,  the  present 
Chairman  of  the  London  County  Council  Education 
Committee. 

Tlic  paragraph  in  question  is  as  follows :  — 

■  I  think  there  is  no  point  on  which  the  Municipal 
Reform  Party  is  so  justly  entitled  to  congratulate  itself 
as  this  that,  taking  into  consideration  the  fact  that  the 
need  for  that  extra  2^6..  on  the  rate  is  almost  entirely- 
accounted  for  by  the  increased  cost  of  teachers' 
salaries  under  the  revised  regulations  passed  by  the 
Progressive-Socialist  Party  prior  to  the  election  of 
1907,  we  have  carried  out  so  many  far-reaching 
educational  reforms  without  any  further  demands  upon 
the  ratepayers'  pockets.  The  whole  of  our  central 
school  (jrganisation,  our  trade  schools,  the  expansion 
and  reorganisation  of  domestic  economy  and  manual 
training  instruction,  the  entire  reorganisation  of  medical 
inspection  and  the  whole  work  of  medical  treatment, 
the  increase  in  the  feeding  of  children,  and  many  other 
minor  reforms,  all  costing  money,  have  been  carried 
out   without   further  burdening  the   ratepayer." 

The  following  brief  statement  shows  the  increase 
which   has   taken   place   in  the   expenditure   on  salaries 


of  Elementary  Tea,chers  between  the  years  1906-7  and 
1912-13:  — 

Year. 

1906-7      £2,217,970 

1912-13 2,607,015 


Increase    ...  £389,045,  or  2-09d.  rate. 

The  main  increases  in  the  Council's  expenditure  on 
Education  since  1907  are  as  follows:  — 

Salaries     of    teachers     (including 

teachers  of  special  subjects  and  ^ 

all  instructors)  £429,000  # 

Meals  for  necessitous  children  ...         94,000  f- 

Medical  inspection  and  treatment        55,000  ,f 

Superannuation*...  ...  ...         74,000  -i-- 

Total  £652,000  J 

This    total    increase,    allowing    for    a    possible    new   '" 
grant   of   £20,000    from   the   Board   of   Education   for  . 
medical  treatment,  represents  a  rate  of  nearly  3id.  in  I    « 
the  pound.     Yet  the  annual  increase  has  been  only  2jd.  -     ' 
In  other  words,  the  business-like  administration  of  the 
Municipal  i^eformers,  as  far  as  Education  is  concerned, 
has  resulted  m  the  saving  of  an  equivalent  of  more  than 
a  penny  rate  in  the  £. 


Reasons  which    account   for  the    Increase 
in  Expenditure. 

Of  late,  members  of  the  Progressive-Socialist  Party 
have  attempted  to  make  much  play  in  view  of  the 
coming  Elections   of  the  fact  that   the  expenditure  of 


*  Since  this  was  written  the  Board  of  Education  has  improved  its 
superannuation  scheme.  This  will  reduce  L.C.C.  expenditure  under  this 
heading  by  about  £10,000.  The  excellent  complementary  superannuation 
scheme  carried  by  the  Municipal  Reformers  for  the  London  teachers  has 
obviously  prompted  the  Government  to  do  something  for  teachers  all  over 
the  country. 


the  Council  has  risen  substantially  if  a  comparison  be 
made  between  the  period  covering  the  three  years  ended 
March  31,  1907,  and  the  period  which  covers  the  three 
years  ended  March  31,  1913.  With  a  view  to  obtaining 
the  true  facts.  Lord  Grcville,  a  member  of  the  Municipal 
Reform  Party,  put  the  following  question  to  the 
Chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee  at  the  Council's 
meeting  held  on  November  12,  1912:  — 

"  Wliat  are  the  principal  items  which  account  for 
the  increase  of  approximately  £3,155,000  in  the  aggre- 
gate amount  to  be  raised  by  rate  by  this  Council  over 
the    aggregate    amount    raised    by    the    Council    which 
/sat  from  March,  1904,  to  March,  1907?"' 

Mr.  R.  C.  Norman  (Chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee),  in  reply,  said:  — 

"\The  increase  of  approximately  £3,155,000  in  the 
aggregate  amount  raised,  or  to  be  raised,  by  this 
Council  in  the  three  years  1910-11,  1911-12  and 
1912-13,  over  the  amount  raised  by  the  Council  which 
sat  from  March,  1904,  to  March,  1907,  is  more  than 
accounted  for  by  the  increase  on  the  education  service 
alone,  as  follows:  — 

Teachers'  salaries     " £1,388,000 

Teachers'   superannuation         ...  100,000 

Training  of  teachers  ...            ...  00,000 

-Medical  inspection  and  treatment  113,000 

Provision  of  meals       ...           ...  257,000 

.Secondary  schools,  etc.              ...  88,000 

Evening  schools,  etc.    ...           ...  218,000 

Scholarships  and  exhibitions   ...  123,000 
Other  expenditure,  including  debt                                 ' 

charges         823,000 

Tfjtal     increase     in     respect     of 

education £3,170,000 


;) 

"  In  addition  to  the  increase  on  education  there 
were  increases  on  other  services,  the  largest  of  which 
are:  — 

Fire  brigade £150,000 

Main  drainage  280,000 

Means  of  communication  (street 

improvements,  etc.)...  ...  240,000" 

Mr.  Norman's  statement,  consequently,  proves  con- 
clusively that  had  it  not  been  for  the  fact  that  the 
Municipal  Reform  Party  have  effected  considerable 
economies  since  they  camie  into  office,  the  total  amount 
of  the  Council's  combined  rate  would  at  the  present 
time  have  had  to  be  further  considerably  increased. 
That  the  Progressive- Socialist  Party  should  endeavour 
to  make  party  capital  out  of  this  increase  in  expendi- 
ture, due  almost  entirely  to  the  action  of  their  own 
party  'whilst  in  a  majority  on  the  Council,  and  to  that 
of  the  present  Radical-Progressive  Government,  is  fully 
in  keeping  with  their  other  electioneering  methods. 

Increase  in  Rates  under  the  Prog^ressives. 

From  an  examination  of  the  preceding  table  set 
out  on  page  5,  which  gives  the  amount  both  of  the 
County  and  Education  Rates,  it  will  also  be  observed 
that  the  amount  of  the  County  Rate  under  Progressive- 
Socialist  rule  was  raised  between  the  years  1900-1 
and  1906-7  by  2M.  in  the  pound,  and  that  the 
Education  Rate  in  the  three  years  1903-4  to  1906-7 
increased  by  slightly  over  3|d.,  viz.,  3"82d.  This 
bald  statement,  however,  by  no  means  discloses  the 
whole  facts  of  the  case,  since  it  is  necessary  to  take 
into  consideration  both  the  fact  tliat  the  assessable 
value  of  London  during  this  period  of  Progressive- 
Socialist  rule  increased  enormously,  as  also  that  during 
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this  same  period  London  received  substantial  assistance 
(as  uill  appear  from  the  table  on  page  20)  from. 
Ex'chequer  Contributions. 

Between  the  years  1900-1  and  1906-7,  the  assess- 
able Aalue  of  London  increased  by  no  less  a  sum  than 
£0,767,000.  As  against  this  very  substantial  increase 
of  £0,767,000,  the  comparable  figure  for  the  six  years 
in  which  the  Reformers  have  been  in  control  of  L.C.C. 
Finance,  amounts  to  only  just  over  one  and  a  half 
million  pounds.  In  fact,  during  this  latter  period, 
for  the  first  time  in  the  history  of  London,  the  Quin- 
quennial Valuation  which  took  place  in  the  year 
1910-1]  showed  an  actual  reduction  in  the  total 
assessable  value  of  the  County. 


Decrease  in  London's  Assessable  Value. 

The  following  brief  table  shows  the  effect  of  the 
last  three  Quinquennial  Valuations  upon  the  total 
assessable  value  of  the  City  of  London  and  the  28 
Metropolitan   Boroughs :  — 

Amount. 
^  ear.  £ 

li'OO-]        ...         ...         ...         ^     2,153,457 

i-^05--J        +     1,668,968 

i;'10-ll      -        189.505 

( See  London  Statistics,  Vol .  XX I . ,  p .  587.) 

The     reduction     in     the     valuation     for     the     year 
•  10- J]    is  due  i)rincipally  to  two  causes,  viz.  :  — 

( 1 )  'IV)  the  general  fall  in  the  value  of  property 
consequent  on  the  Budget  of  1909;    and 

(2)  To  the  very  great  reduction  in  the  value  of 
licensed  houses  in  London,  directly  caused  by  the 
new  system  of  Licence  Duties  introduced  by 
the  same  Budget  of  1909. 
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The  burden  imposed  on  the  owners  of  licensed 
properties  in  the  London  area  by  the  Budget  of  1909! 
is,  in  fact,  out  of  all  proportion  to  that  imposed  on 
other  parts  of  the  United  Kingdom.  According  to 
the  Liquor  Licence  Duties  Return  of  July  11,  1912, 
under  the  Finance  (1909-10)  Act,  1910,  London  pays 
an  increased  taxation  of  205  per  cent.,  whilst  the  rest 
of  England  pays  an  increase  of  99  per  cent.,  Scotland 
of  57  per  cent.,  and  Ireland  of  only  11  per  cent. 


Below  we  publish  a  table  which  gives  the  rateable 
value  for  the  County  of  London,  as  also  the  produce 
of  a  Id.  rate  in  the  pound  levied  over  the  whole 
County,  since  the  date  when  the  London  County  Council 
first  came  into  existence  :  — 


Produce  of  a 

Year. 

Rateable  or  Assess 
Value. 

able 

Penny  Rate 

over  the 

Whole  County. 

Rateable  Value,  as 

delined 

by 

Metropolis  Management 

Act,  1855. 

£ 

£ 

1889-90 

31,588,1^3 

131,617 

1890-91 

31,777,015 

132,404 

1891-92 

33,004.612 

137,519 

lb92-93 

33,264.483 

138,602 

1893-94 

33,578,860 

139,912 

189-t-95 

33,902,747 

141,261 

1895-96 

34,221.830 

142,591 

18y6-97 

35,793,672 

149,140 

Assessable  Value, as 

defined 

by 

the  Agricultural  Rates 

Act,  1896. 

1897-98 

36.068,482 

150,285 

1898-99 

36,569,700 

152,374 

1899-1900 

37,007,151 

154,196 

1900-1 

37,547,985 

156,450 

1901-2 

39,631,853 

165.133 

1902-3 

40,092,322 

167,051 
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Produce  of  a 

Rateable  or  Assessable 

Penny  Rate 

\  ear. 

Value. 

over  the 
Whole  County. 

Assessable  Value,as  defined 

by 

the 

Agricultural  Rates 
Act,  1896. 
£ 

£ 

1903-4 

40,612.953 

169,221 

1904-5 

41,076,536 

171,152 

1905-6 

41,646.737 

173,528 

1906-7 

43,315.705 

180.482 

1907-S 

48,765.199 

182,365 

1908-9 

44,247,706 

184.365 

1909-10 

44,588,659 

185,786 

1910-11 

44.858.775 

186,912 

1911-12 

44,587,621 

185.782 

1912-13 

44.818,697 

186,745 

(See  L.C.C.  Fifiancial  AhslracL  p.   40.) 

The  foregoing  briefly  discloses  what  is  the  position 
in  regard  to  the  two  rates  for  the  amount  of  which  the 
Council  is  directly  responsible. 


(2)     L.C.C      Debt. 

What,    then,    is    the    position    in    regard    to    L.C.C. 
debt? 

At  the  time  when  the  Municipal  Reform  Party  first 
came  into  office,  viz.,  in  Marcli,  1007,  the  debt  on  the 
rates  amounted  to  o\  er  thirty-nine  million  pounds, 
-whilst,  in  addition,  tiiere  were  capital  commitments 
incurred  by  the  Progressive-Socialists  on  Rate  Accounts 
amounting  to  over  nine  and  a  quarter  million  pounds. 
Capital  commitments,  it  shcnild  be  noted,  are  future 
expenditure  on  capital  account  from  which  no  escape  is 
possible.  They  are  partly  composed  of  the  balances 
of  the  estimated  co^t  of  works  begun  and  partly  paid 
for,    but    not    yet    completed.       Partly,    also,    they    are 
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composed  of  obligations  in  respect  of  schemes  to  whicih 
the  Council  is  definitely  committed,  but  which  have 
not  )'et  been  actually  put  in  hand. 

The  following  table  shows  the  total  Debt  and  the 
total  Assets  of  the  London  County  Council,  as  also  the 
Net  Debt  of  the  Council  for  the  years  1889-90  to 
1910-11:  — 


At 

Total  Debt. 

Total  Assets. 

Net  Debt. 

31st 

a — b   . 

March. 

Amount. 

Amount. 

(c) 

(n) 

(b) 

\  / 

£ 

£ 

£ 

1890 

30,198.000 

11.880,000 

18,318,000 

1891 

30.294,000 

12,389,000 

17,905,000 

1892 

30,641,000 

12,835,000 

17,806.000 

1893 

31,421.000 

13,378,000 

18,043,000 

1894 

33,026,000 

14,340,000 

18,686,000 

1895 

34,859,000 

15,416,000 

19,443,000 

1896 

35,822,000 

16,607,000 

19,215,000 

1897 

37,301,000 

18,195,000 

19,1C6,000 

1898 

39,378,000 

19,284,000 

20,094,000 

1899 

41,941,000 

20,379,000 

21,562,000 

1900 

44,436,000 

21,405,000 

23,032,000 

1901 

47,939,000 

23,125,000 

24,814,000 

1902 

52.750,000 

25,561.000 

27,189,000 

1903 

57,627,000 

28,927,000 

28,700,000 

1904 

61,131.000 

30,529,000 

30,602.000 

*1905 

71,585,000 

26.967,000 

44,618,000 

1906 

74.514,000 

29.280,000 

45,234,000 

1907 

78,801,000 

30,487,000 

48,314,000 

1908 

81,155,000 

31,217,000 

49,938,000 

1909 

82,165,000 

31,517,000 

50,649,000 

1910 

83,235,000 

31,919.000 

51,317,000 

1911 

84,372,000 

32,540,000 

51,833,000 

1912 

85,123,780 

33,313,996 

51,809,784 

*  In  190-i-190o,  the  London  County  Council  took  over  the  debt  of  the 
School  Board  for  Lonion,  amounting  on  May  1st,  1904,  approximately 
to  £11,549,000. 

(Extracted  from  the  Statistical  Abstracts  for  London,) 


The  alarming  growth  of  the  L.C.C.  Debt  under  the 
Progressive- Socialist  regime  will  be  observed  by 
reference  to  the  above  table. 
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Next,  attention  is  directed  to  the  subjoined  table, 
which  gives  the  net  debt  of  the  London  County  Council, 
showing  respectively  (a)  the  amount  charged  on  the 
rates,  and  (d)  the  amount  in  respect  of  revenue- 
producing  concerns,  as  also  the  equivalent  rate  in  the 
pound  in  respect  of  such  debt :  — 


Net  Debt  of  the  London  County  Council 


Year  ending 

Net  Debt  charged 

Net  Debt  on 

Equivalent  Rate 

March  31st. 

on  the  Rates. 

revenue-producing 

in  the  £ 

concerns. 

i: 

i: 

(thousand-) 

(thousands) 

d. 

1900      

30,o40* 

2,537 

1L19 

1901     

32,769* 

2,492 

12-08 

1902     

35,176* 

2,780 

11-49 

1903     

36,099* 

3,673 

12-22 

1904     

37,424 

4,609 

12  69 

1905     

39  052 

5,566 

1302 

1906     

38,765 

6.469 

13  07 

1907     

39,799 

8.514 

12-99 

1908     

40,192 

9,745+ 

1317      ^ 

1909     

40,073 

10,575 

13-15      1 

1910     

39.789 

11,528 

1332 

1911      

39,677 

12,155 

13-29 

1912     

39,430 

12,379 

1311 

*  Including  Education  Debt,  transferred  to  L.C.C.  in  1904. 

+  The  Debt  in  respect  of  Steamboats  was  transferred  to  the  category 
of  rate  service'^,  thus  adding  about  £200,000  to  the  debt  charged  on  rates. 
Atithorify.      London  Debt  Rtt.irns. 

(Extracted  /ro//i  the  Statisticot  Abstracts  for  London.) 
The  position  in  regard  to  the  reduction  of  debt 
was  thus  summarised  by  Air.  R.  C.  Norman,  the 
Chairman  of  the  L.C.C.  Finance  Committee,  in  an 
address  delivered  on  May  22,  1912:  — 

"  The  result  of  those  very  heavy  commitments  which 
we  inherited  was  that,  however  careful  we  were,  we 
could  not  conceivably  reduce  the  debt  of  the  county 
at  once.  But  as  the  result  of  very  careful  economy, 
we  have  this  record,  tliat  although  in  the  first  year  the 
net  debt  on  rate  accounts  went  up  just  a  little  over 
one  million,  to  £40,482,000,  since  then,  in  spite  of 
the  commitments  which  1  have  mentioned,  and  in  spite 
of  a  great  deal  of  other  necessary  capital  expenditure, 
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the  debt  has  gone  slightly  down  every  year.  The  debt 
is  now  under  40  millions,  and  the  commitments  of 
over  nine  and  a  quarter  millions,*  which  we  inherited, 
are  now  down  to  under  five  millions.  That  is  a  very 
satisfactory  result.  It  means  that  we  are  not  nearly 
so  heavily  involved  as  we  were  six  years  ago.  We  may 
have  to  spend  more  money  on  various  projects,  but  we 
have  a  much  freer  hand,  and  those  who  go  back  in 
March  next — and  1  hope  it  will  be  the  Municipal 
Reform  Party — will  not  be  tied  up  as  we  were." 

Since  the  date  of  this  address,  a  programme  of 
schoolbuilding  to  extend  over  a  period  of  15  years 
and  to  cost  approximately  £5,150,000  has  been  agreed 
to,  and  this  becomes  therefore  a  commitment.  It  has 
never  been  the  practice  in  the  past  to  lay  definite  plans 
for  so  long  a  period  ahead,  and  the  commitments  in 
the  past  have  in  consequence  had  no  regard  as  a  rule, 
to  the  liabilities  of  more  than  the  next  few  years. 

If  this  course  had  been  followed  earlier  the 
commitments  left  by  the  Progressives  in  1907  would 
have  been  far  larger  than  they  actually  were,  and  this 
must  be  borne  in  mind  when  making  a  comparison. 

It  is  very  satisfactory  to  note  that  even  with  this 
large  addition  the  present  commitments  show  a  notable 
reduction  over  those  left  by  the  Progressives. 


L.C.O.    Capital    Expenditure. 

The  following  table  gives  the  expenditure  of  the 
Council  on  Capital  Account  for  the  under-mentioned 
years :  — 


1900-1 
1901-2 
1902-3 
1903-4 
1904-5 
1905-6 
1906-7 


(P.) 


£ 
2,356,288 

2,922,280 

3,831,633 

3,386,307 

3,836,758 
3,528,057 
4,722,256 


*  Taking  the  capital  commitments  as  a  whole  and  including  t'ne  com- 
mitments on  Revenue-produring  undertakings,  the  figures  are  as  follows: — 
Dec,  1906,  £17,650,000  ;  Dec,  1911,  £7,596^^000. 


ir. 


1907-8  (M.R.) 
1908-9 
1909-10   „ 
1910-11   „ 
1911-12   „ 


£ 
3,260,983 

2,391,581 

2,549,627 
2,185,990 
1,714,998 


Closely  connected  with  this  subject  of  L.C.C. 
Capital  Expenditure  is  that  of  debt  cancellation.  From 
the  subjoined  table  will  be  apparent  the  record  of  the 
two  parties  in  this  important  respect  so  far  as  relates  to 
the  under-mentioned  years:  — 

Cancellation    of   Debt. 


Year. 

I'.irty  in   Power. 

outlay. 

cancelled. 

1904^5     . 

Progressives 

..    £250,000  . 

..   £290,686 

1905-6     . 

)• 

..      400,000  . 

..      453,250 

1906-7     . 

V 

50,000  . 

56,083 

1907-8     .. 

.   Municipal  Reformers 

..      750.000   . 

.      805,019 

1908-9     . 

>> 

..  1,000,000  . 

..  1,153.418 

1909-10  .. 

>) 

..      935,004  . 

..  1,063,954 

1910-11  .. 

n 

..      564,955   . 

..      615,580 

1911-12  .. 

.> 

..      500,000  . 

.      497,670 

An  examination  of  the  foregoing  table  will  show 
that  whilst  during  the  last  three  years  of  Progressive- 
Socialist  rule,  viz.,  1904-7,  the  total  sum  placed  to 
debt  cancellation  amounted  to  £700,000,  i.e.,  an 
annual  average  of  £233,333;  for  the  five  complete 
years  of  Municipal  Reform  Administration  ended 
March  31,  I!)  12,  the  total  sum  so  placed  towards  debt 
cancellation  amounts  to  £3,749,959,  i.e.,  an  annual 
average  of  i: 7 4 9, 9 9 2,  or  more  than  three  times  as  much. 

In  considering  the  debt  of  the  L.C.C,  it  is 
neressan-  to  cliff(M-ent!atc  between  debt  on  Rate  Service 
Account  and  debt  attributable  to  revenue-producing 
undertakings.  The  following  table  gives  the  total  debt 
of  the  L. ('.(".  for  the  past  six  years,  divided  into  these 
two  classes ;  and  sets  out  the  principal  items  under  each 
of  these  two  heads:  — 
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The  too- hasty  student  of  L.C.C.  Finance  might, 
not  unnaturally,  jump  to  the  conclusion  that  so-called 
revenue- producing  undertakings  necessarily  comprised 
undertakings  which  were  productive  of  revenue.  This, 
however,  is  very  far  from  being  the  case,  as  witness  the 
fact  that  the  Progressive  venture,  known  as  the  L.C.C. 
Steamboat  Service,  which  resulted  in  a  loss  to  London 
of  many  hundreds  of  thousands  of  pounds,  was  so 
designated. 

Further,  as  to  whether  an  undertaking  is  productive 
of  revenue  or  not,  frequently  depends  to  a  very  large 
extent  upon  the  amounts  charged  against  the  under- 
taking. In  this  respect,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind 
that  the  Progressive- Socialists  when  in  power  were 
accustomed  to  set  at  defiance  the  dictates  of  proper 
accountancy.  For  example,  their  practice  was,  in  the 
case  of  the  Tramway  undertaking,  frequently  to  debit 
items  such  as  street  widenings  against  other  accountSj 
whereas  rightly  the  coat  should  have  been  charged 
against  the  Tramway,  account.  On  this  latter  point, 
particulars  will  be  found  in  the  section  on  L.C.C. 
Tramways. 

Net    Debt  of  London. 

Before  leaving  tliis  subject,  we  desire  to  call 
attention  to  the  following  striking  figures  relative  to 
tl^e  net  debt*  of  London.  This,  as  will  be  seen  from 
the  tabular  statement  which  follows,  rose  under 
FnjgTcssive- Socialist  rule  by  leaps  and  bounds. 

Year  ending  Equivalent   Rate 

March  ;Ust.  for  Debt. 

1900  ...         £42,564,303  ...  18-62d. 

1907  ...  55,274,967  ...  2r76d. 


Increase     £12,710,664  ...  3'14d. 


•  The  foregoing  figures  are  taken  from  the  L.C.C.  returns,  entitled 
'  London  Debt,"  for  the  various  years.  This  Debt,  it  must  be  clearly 
rerollectad,  does  not  represent  merely  the  debt  of  the  L.C.C,  but  of  other 
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This  means  that,  in  seven  years,  the  Prog^ressive- 
Socialists  added  over  12§  miliions  to  London's  debt  and 
more  than  3d.  in  the  £  to  the  rates  solely  for  debt 
charges. 

Under   Municipal    Reform,  the    total    net   debt    of 

London    falling    on    the    rates       has       been      steadily 
reduced. 


Year  ending 
March  31bt. 

1907 


1911 


Amount  of 
Debt. 

£55,274,967 
52,799,783 


Equivalent  Rate 
for  Debt. 

2r76d. 
20-98d. 


Decrease     £2,475,184      Decrease      0"78d. 


Municipal  Reform  has,  therefore,  diminished  London's 
net  debt  by  nearSy  2h  millions  and  reduced  the  charge  on 
the  rates  for  debt  by  nearly  four-fifths  of  a  penny  rate, 
or  £140,000  a  year. 


bodies  also, such  as  the  Metropolitan  Asylums  Board,  Metropolitan  Borough 
Councils  and  City  Corporation,  and  the  Poor  Law  Guardians. 

The  above  total  of  £52,799,783,  for  the  year  ending  March  31st,  1911,  is 
arrived  at  as  follows  : — 


Net  debt 
outstandioy. 

Annual 

charge 

Description  of  Debt. 

Falling  on 

Met  <  ut  of 

rates. 

revenues. 

I.  Debt  Secured  on  the  Rates — 

£ 

£ 

£ 

(i.)   In  respect  of  rate  services — 

London  County  Council — 

Education 

11,386,550 

782,574 

— 

Other  services    ... 

28,290,870 
39,677,420 

1,670,505 

— 

2,453,079 

Metropolitan  Asylums  Board      ... 

2,549,228 

280,235 

— 

Metropolitan        Police       Receiver 

(London's  rateable  proportion) — 

Police  courts  ... 

65,271 

5,588 

— 

Police  stations  and  offices    ... 

107,62;^ 

16,187 

Central  (Unemployed)  Body 

22,200 

3,978 

— 

Metropolitan    Borough    Councils 

and  City  Corporation     .. 

6,832,266 

725,635 

Guardians    and   sick   asylum    and 

school  district  nnanagers 

3,545,775 

380,829 

— 

Total  in  respect  of  rate  services 

52,709,783 

3,865  531 

!    - 

(See  London  Debt  Return,  1910-11,  p.  3.) 
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Exchequer   Contributions. 

Wc  now  pass  to  the  important  question  of  Exchequer 
Grants  to  London,  in  respect  of  which  fate  has  been  so 
adverse  to  the  Municipal  Reformers.  The  subjoined 
table  gives  the  balance  of  Exchequer  contributions 
carried  to  the  General  County  Account  since  the  date 
when  the  L.C.C.  first  came  into  existence:  — 


Year. 

£ 

Year. 

£ 

188fl-90      ... 

203,546 

1901-2 

.      127,509 

1890-1 

379,282 

1902-3 

92,371 

1891-2 

459,855 

1903-4 

64,374 

1892-3 

339,411 

1904-5 

50,449 

1893-4 

288,827 

1905-6 

53,333 

1894-0 

213,461 

1906-7 

86,246 

1895-6 

261,487 

1907-8 

30,456 

1896-7 

172,697 

1908-9 

1,400 

1897-8 

196,420 

1909-10 

20,312 

1898-9 

190,681 

1910-11 

..    —32,278 

1899-19(10... 

255,992 

1911-12 

..    —24,046 

1900-1 

162,375 

1912-13      . 

.     —27,786 

(See  table,  pp.  128  and  129,  Appendix  to  First 
Report  of  the  Departmental  Committee  on 
Local  Taxation.) 

It  will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  for  the  second  year 
in  succession  the  amount  credited  to  the  Exchequer 
Contribution  Account  is  insufficient  to  meet  the  statu- 
tory charges  thereon,  with  the  result  that  for  the  year 
1911-12,  as  shown  above,  there  is  an  actual  deficiency 
of  £24,046.  (See  as  to  this  the  Report  of  the  L.C.C. 
Finance  Committee  of  July  24,  1912;  L.C.C.  Agenda 
for  July  30,   1912,  pages  2  and  3.) 

The  amount  of  this  deficiency  is  £8,232  less  than 
that   for  the   i)reccding  year,   viz.:     1910-11. 

The  abo\e-mentioned  Report  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee contains  full  ]>articu]ars  relative  to  the  Exchequer 
Contributions  Account  for  the  year  1911-12,  the 
latest  vet  available. 
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From  the  foregoing  table  it  will  be  apparent  also 
that  the  Progressive- Socialists  during  their  period  of 
office  were  far  more  favourably  situated  in  regard  to 
finance  than  has  been  the  case  with  their  successors. 
In  the  first  place,  they  did  not  attempt  to  liquidate  the 
large  debts  and  commitments  which  they  themselves, 
whilst  in  office,  created.  Secondly,  their  finances,  as 
shown  above,  were  helped  by  an  enormous  increase  in 
the  assessable  value  of  London.  Thirdly,  they  received 
a  contribution  from  the  Imperial  Exchequer  in  relief  of 
rates  amounting  in  their  last  year  of  office  to  over 
£86,000.  This  relief,  as  shown  in  the  foregoing  table, 
in  previous  years  frequently  exceeded  in  amount 
£200,000,  and  in  one  year  attained  the  very  substantial 
sum  of  approxim,ately  £460,000.  This  latter  figure, 
at  the  time  be  it  noted,  was  equivalent  in  amount  to  the 
produce  of  a  rate  of  practically  3 id.  in  the  fX)und; 
and  therefore  enabled  a  corresponding  reduction  to  be 
eft'ected  in  the  amount  of  the  rate  levied. 


London's  Case  ag^ainst  the  Governnnent. 

At  this  point  it  would  be  well  to  consider  London's 
case  against  the  Government  in  so  far  as  Finance  is 
concerned.  This  has  been  ably  summarised  by  Mr.  W. 
Hayes  Fisher,  M.P.,  ex-Cliairman  of  the  L.C.C. 
Finance  Committee,  in  an  address  delivered  at  the 
meeting  of  the  Metropolitan  Division  of  the  National 
Unionist  Association,  held  on  May  8,    1912. 

From  this  address,  we  quote  as  follows:  — 

I   will  now  state  under  different  heads  London's 
special  case  against  the  Government. 

"  (1)  This  Radical  Government  has  twice  refused 
— thereby  breaking  their  most  definite  and  categorical 
promises — to  relieve  the  ratepayer  by  increased  grants 
fr/^n^  the  Exchequer. 
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"  Twice  I  jiioved  in  the  House  of  Commons  amend- 
ments to  the  Address  asking  for  interim  and  immediate 
relief  to  the  ratepayers  of  a  specific  character.  On 
both  occasions  the  Radical  M.P/s  for  London  con- 
stituencies \oted  with  the  Government  for  refusing  that 
immediate  relief.  Instead  of  giving  any  relief,  the 
Government  gave  an  enquiry  by  a  Departmental  Com- 
mittee, on  which  they  refused  to  give  London  ratepayers 
any  representation. 

"  [-2]  This  Radical  Government,  supported  by 
Radical  M.P.'s  for  London,  has  largely  increased  the 
cost  of  National  services  to  the  ratepayers,  without 
providing  any  new  grants. 

"  (a)    Under  the  head  of   'Education': 

"  (i)  The  Education  (Provision  of  Meals) 
Act,"  1906. 
"  That  is  an  Act  under  which  local  education 
authorities  feed  week  by  week  when  the  schools  are 
open  numbers  of  children  because  they  are  incapable  of 
receiving  the  benefits  of  education  in  their  badly 
nourished  condition.  In  London  we  are  feeding  about 
40,000  children  a  week  in  this  way,  at  an  annual 
expense  to  the  ratepayers  of  about  £90,000. 

"  That  is  a  very  justifiable  expenditure,  but  it  does 
not  seem  to  me  that  it  is  expenditure  which  ought  to  be 
put  on  th«  Education  Rate  or  ought  to  be  borne  by  the 
local  ratepayer.  Surely  this  is  part  of  national  health 
expenditure  which  ought  to  be  borne  by  everybody 
whether  owners  of  realty  or  owners  of  personalty. 
Radicals  may  tell  you  that  the  London  County 
Councillors  were  not  obliged  to  feed  these  children, 
that  the  Act  of  1906  was  optional.  These  very  men 
issued  leaflets  and  placards  against  the  Municipal 
Reform  Candidates,  denouncing  them  as  '  Kid- 
starvers.'  '  May,'  in  Acts  of  Parliament  of  this  kind 
soon  becomes  '  Must.' 

(ii)   Then'     this    Government    gave    us    the 
Education  (Administrative  Provisions)  Act,  1907. 

"  That  compels  all  local  educational  authorities  to 
have  all  the  children  in  their  schools  medically 
inspected,  although  it  is  optional  with  them  whether 
they  will  follow  up  this  medical  inspection  by  medical 
treatment  at  the  expense  of  the  ratepayers.  The  London 
County  Council  spent  in  1911-12  a  sum  of  £46,000  in 


carrying  out  their  duties  under  this  Act,  and  the 
Government  made  no  grant  towards  it.  Yet  surely 
this  again  is  national  health  expenditure. 

"  The  Government  has  at  last  begun  to  see  the 
weakness  of  its  own  position,  for  it  has  just  promised  a 
grant  of  £60,000  for  the  year  19 12- IB  to  be  dis- 
tributed among  all  the  local  educational  authorities  to 
partially  defray  the  cost  incurred  by  them  in  the 
medical  treatment  of  the  children.  We  do  not  yet 
know  what  conditions  are  to  govern  the  distribution 
of  that  grant.  We  ought  to  receive  as  much  as  75  per 
cent,  of  our  expenditure.  London  will  be  curious  to 
see  whether  it  is  for  once  treated  fairly  by  this  Radical 
Government. 

"  (iii)  But  in  addition  to  legislation  the  action 
of  the  Board  of  Education  is  even  more  capable 
of  forcing  expenditure  on  the  rates  by  its 
departmental  orders. 

"  For  example:  look  at  Article  XIV.  Under  that 
article  the  Board  of  Education  is  forcing  upon  the 
L.C.C.  a  scheme  for  reduction  of  the  size  of  its  classes 
which,  when  complete,  will  entail  an  additional  rate 
of  4^d.  The  Board  is  able  to  compel  the  ratepayers 
to  that  large  expenditure  without  compelling  the 
Treasury  to  give  any  corresponding  grants. 

"  The  London  County  Council  is  in  agreement  with 
the  Board  of  Education  in  its  general  plan  gradually 
to  reduce  the  size  of  the  classes  down  to  40  for 
children  and  48  for  infants,  but  it  protests  against  the 
policy  of  the  Government  in  forcing  the  ratepayers  to 
reconstruct  their  schools  at  a  great  pace  for  this  purpose 
without  any  financial  assistance  from  the  Exchequer. 
Yet,  because  the  Education  Committee  of  the  London 
County  Council  set  about  this  huge  task  of  reducing  the 
size  of  its  classes  in  a  careful  and  comprehensive  and 
business-like  manner,  this  Radical  Government  has 
inflicted  a  fine  upon  the  London  ratepayers  of  £10,000.* 
Of  course,  Mr.  Lloyd  George  pockets  this  £10,000  for 
his  wonderful  surplus  of  which  Radicals  are  never  tired 
of  boasting. 

"  This  is  one  of  the  meanest  and  most  contemptible 
actions  of  the  Government  in  fleecing  the  London  rate- 
payers for  their  own  benefit.     And  the  infliction  of  this 


*   For  further  particulars  as  to  this,  see  the  Section  on  Education. 
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fine  is  the  more  unjustifiable  because  the  London 
Education  Authority  is  the  most  advanced  and  most 
up-to-date  among  all  Education  Authorities,  whether 
you  judge  it  by  its  school  buildings,  its  school 
curriculum,  the  number  of  its  certificated  teachers,  the 
salaries  paid  to  them,  and  its  superannuation  scheme, 
or  by  any  other  standard  proving  educational  efficiency. 
I  have  endeavoured  to  show,  and  I  think  you  will  agree 
that  1  have  shown,  that  the  present  Radical  Government 
has  compelled  the  London  ratepayers  to  incur  heavy 
additional  expenditure  on  matters  which  are  only 
indirectly  connected  with  education,  which  are  of 
national  rather  than  of  local  iinportance,  and  fwhich  ought, 
therefore,  to  be  paid  for  by  all  the  taxpayers  instead 
of  by  the  ratepayers  alone.  Now,  this  new  injustice  to 
the  London  ratepayers  is  the  more  accentuated  because 
already  London  ratepayers  pay  a  far  larger  share  of  the 
total  cost  of  education  than  any  other  body  of  rate- 
payers in  England  and  Wales.      Let  me  explain  this. 

"  The  entire  cost  of  elementary  education  is  paid 
for  partly  out  of  rates  and  partly  out  of  Exchequer 
grants,  or  to  put  it  shortly,  out  of  national  taxation. 
The  proportion  of  grants  to  rates  stands  as  follows:  — 


Rates. 

Grants 

68-8 

31'2 

48-7 

51-3 

"  London 

CoAinty   Boroughs    ... 
Areas  under  County  Councils 

other  than  London  ...       4r9  58"  1 

"  So  that  it  will  be  seen  that  out  of  every  £100 
spent  on  education  the  ratepayers  of  London  find  (say) 
£70,  whereas  the  ratepayers  in  the  County  Boroughs 
find  £oO,  and  in  County  Council  areas  outside  London 
(say)  £40. 

"  Vou  may  take  it  that  since  this  Radical  Govern- 
ment has  been  in  power  almost  the  entire  cost  of  any, 
new  expenditure  upon  education  has  been  put  on  the 
back  of  the  London  ratepayer.  Let  me  give  a  concrete 
figure.  During  the  last  (say)  five  years  educational 
expenditure  has  risen  by  12s.  8d.  a  child  in  London. 
Uf  this  sum  12s.  Id.  has  been  found  by  the  London 
ratepayers  and  only  7d.  by  the  Government.  This 
(Government  has  largely  increased  the  cost  of  national 
services  to  the  ratepayer  without  any  new  or  adequate! 
grants.  I  have  dealt  under  (a)  with  Education.  I 
now  deal  under  (b)  with  Cost  of  Police. 
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"(b)    The  cost  of  the  Police. 

"  This  Radical  Government  coolly  came  down  to 
the  House  of  Commons  recently  in  the  middle  of  the 
night  and  proposed  to  take  power  to  raise  from  the 
ratepayers  an  additional  rate  of  2d.  in  the  pound. 
Now  please  understand  that  the  expenditure  on  the 
London  Police  has  for  40  years  been  limited  to  the 
equivalent  of  a  rate  of  9d.  in  the  pound. 

"  This  may  be  exceeded  for  the  purpose  of  meeting 
a  deficiency  on  the  Police  Pension  Fund.  But  for  all 
general  police  purposes  the  ratepayers  in  the  London 
police  area  have  paid  a  5d.  rate  and  no  more,  and  the 
Government  the  equivalent  of  a  4d.  rate  and  no  more. 
And  this  proportion  of  expenditure  upon  the  London 
police  of  five-ninths  and  four-ninths  has  been  rigidly 
observed  for  the  last  40  years.  Now  this  Radical 
Government  has  suddenly  taken  the  power  to  levy  a 
new  additional  2d.  rate  to  which  they  don't  contribute 
anything,  thus  altering  the  proportions  from  five-ninths 
and  four-ninths  to  seven-elevenths  and  four- elevenths. 
The  Government  plead  that  much  of  this  increased 
expenditure  is  caused  by  the  Act  which  gave  to  police- 
men one  day's  rest  in  seven.  Now  we  are  all  in  favour 
of  the  police  having  this  rest  day,  and  we  London  rate- 
payers are  quite  willing  to  pay  our  fair  share  of  the 
additional  expenditure  thereby  caused.  Indeed,  it 
was  to  Mr.  Remnant,  the  Conservative  M.P.  for 
Holborn,  that  this  movement  for  giving  the  police  one 
day's  rest  in  seven  owed  so  much  of  its  success.  But 
we  London  ratepayers  do  protest  against  the  Govern- 
ment refusing  to  bear  their  fair  share  of  the  cost. 

"  The  Government  have  largely  increased  the  cost 
of  national  services  to  the  ratepayer  without  any  new  or 
adequate  grants. 

"  Let  me  give  another  instance. 

"  (c)'  The  cost  of  collection  of  local  taxation 
licences. 

"  The  Government,  contrary  to  the  desire  of  the 
London  County  Council,  transferred  to  it  the  somewhat 
unpopular  duty  of  collecting  the  licence  duties  on 
carriages,  motor  cars,  men-servants,  armorial  bearings, 
dogs,  game,  guns,  etc.  It  costs  the  L.C.C.  £15,000 
per  annum  to  collect  these  licences.  The  Government 
pay  the  L.C.C.  £4,000  per  annum  for  taking  this 
unpopular  duty  off  their  hands.  If  the  L.C.C.  were 
allowed  to  retain  the  proceeds  of  these  taxes  for  the 
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benefit  of  the  London  ratepayers,  they  would  have  no 
complaint  in  connection  with  the  cost  of  collection. 
But  watch  the  destiny  of  the  proceeds.  Of  the 
£111,836  which  the  L.C.C.  collected  on  carriages  and 
motors,  excluding  taxi-cabs,  the  share  which  it  is 
allowed  to  retain  is  fixed  at  £55,000,  and  whatever 
balance  is  over  (and  the  balance  will  be  a  growing 
balance)  goes  to  a  fund  called  the  '  Road  Development 
Fund.' 

"  Now,  of  this  '  Road  Development  Fund  '  the 
London  ratepayers  have  not  at  present  received  a  penny, 
although  they  are  large  contributors.  It  is  difficult  to 
see  the  equity  of  an  arrangement  which  distributes  the 
taxes  paid  by  taxi-cabs  in  London  among  the  ratepayers 
of  counties  as  remote  as  Caithness  or  Cornwall  for  the 
development  of  their  roads.  Perhaps  some  day  London 
will  be  considered,  for  London  badly  wants  newly 
developed  roads  to  accommodate  its  ever-increasing 
traffic. 

"  In  considering  the  special  case  of  London  rate- 
payers against  the  Government,  we  now  approach 
heading — 

"  (3)  That  by  the  action  of  the  Government  in 
placing  new  charges  upon  the  Exchequer  contributions 
they  have  diminished  to  vanishing  point  the  amount 
available  for  the  relief  of  the  ratepayer. 

In  the  earlier  years  under  a  L^nionist  Government 
there  were  large  surplus  balances  which  went  direct  to 
the  diminution  of  the  ratepayers'  burden.  For  the  year 
1910-11,  imder  a  Radical  Government,  there  will  be 
an  actual  deficiency  of  £31,000,  and  for  the  first  time 
since  1888  these  revenues  will  be  insufficient  to  meet 
the  statutory  charges  on  this  account.  And  for 
1911-12  there  will  be  a  deficiency  of  £17,591,  which 
has  to  be  met  out  of  the  County  Rate.  The  County 
Rate,  in  fact,  instead  of  being  relieved  by  Exchequer 
contributions  has  now  to  find  money  to  meet  Exchequer 
charges.  Compare  this  state  of  finance  with  the  happy 
days  which  the  Progressive  Party  enjoyed  when  they 
reigned  supreme  at  the  London  County  Council,  with  a 
Unionist  Government  in  power  at  Westminster  and  a 
Unionist  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  in  Downing 
Street.  For  the  first  five  years  of  Progressive  rule  on 
the  L.C.C.  the  Unionist  Exchequer  provided  them  with 
surplus  balances,  equivalent  to  a  reduction  of  2d.  in  the 
L.C.C.  rate.     And  for  many  years  the  surplus  balances 
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were  equivalent  to  a  reduction  of  a  Id.  in  the  rates.  It 
is  true  that  these  surpluses  were  gradually  diminishing. 
But  seeing  that  that  was  so,  it  was  all  the  more  unfair 
of  this  Radical  Government  to  place  new  national 
charges  on  the  ratepayers  without  new  grants. 

"  We  now  come  to  our  fourth  and  last  head  of 
argument  in  proving  that  the  London  ratepayers  have 
a  special  grievance  against  the  Government,  viz.:  (4) 
That  this  Radical  Government  has,  by  a  system  of 
finance  profitable  to  itself,  diminished  the  assessable 
value  of  the  property  from  which  the  London  ratepayers 
derive  their  revenue.  The  Government  for  their  own 
pecuniary  advantage,  under  the  Finance  Act  of  1910, 
largely  increased  the  amount  of  the  duties  levied  on 
licensed  premises.  This  occasioned  a  reduction  in  the 
assessable  value  of  these  premises  of  £370,000,  and  a 
consequent  loss  to  the  rates  contributed  by  this  class 
of  property  calculated  at  £157,000  a  year,  or  a  sum 
nearly  equivalent  to  a  penny  rate.  The  result  of  the 
last  quinquennial  valuation  showed  a  decrease  of 
£190,000  on  the  preceding  year." 

In  the  Memorandum  submitted  on  behalf  of  the 
Council  to  the  Departmental  Committee  on  Local 
Taxation,  which  received  the  Council's  approval  on 
July  11,  1911,  the  following  official  statement 
embodying  the  grievances  of  the  London  ratepayer 
is  set  out  and  deserves  careful  attention:  — 

(1)  By    losses    in    respect    of    deficiencies    in   assigned 

revenues : — 

(a)  By  reason  of  defects  in  basis  of  apportionment  £  £ 

of  assigned  revenues      ...  ...  ...  ...      212,822 

(b)  By  deductions  from,  assigned  revenues  : — 

(i)   Under  Diseases  of  Animals  Acts       ...£4,174 
(ii)   Under    Tithe    Rentcharge     (Rates) 

Act,  1899         31,628 

35,802 

(c)  By  reduction  of  produce  of   assigned  revenues 

due  to  withdrawal  of  the  monopoly  value 
payments  as  the  result  of  the  Finance 
(iy09-10)  Act,  1910  7,208 

(d)  By  loss  of  revenue  from  carriage  licence  duties^iiecil/ia 

under  the  Revenue  Act,   i911,  upwards  of    ...         10,000 

265,?32 

(2)  Loss   of    rate   revenue  on   reduced   assessments   of 

licensed  premises  on  account  of  increased  duties 

under  Finance  (1909-lU)  Art,  1910         116,000 

£411,832 
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(3)  Cost  of   new   national  duties  and  developments  in 

old  duties,  incurred  since  Ist  April,  1904  : —  £ 

Education        1,018,890 

Unemployed  Workmen  Act.  1905 45,000 

Glanders  or  Farcy  Order,  1907       6,000 

(One-half  of  the  average  expenditure 
during  past  four  years.) 
Collection    of    local    taxation    licences    (Finance 

Act,  1908)  ;••         •;•  9.8'75 

Police    Pension    Fund    deficiency    rate    (London's 

proportion)  • 123,000 

Police  weekly  rest-day  (London's  proportion)      ...      126,000 


1,328,765 


£1,740,597 


Against  this  additional  expenditure   must  be  set   the 
following  additional  grants  : — 
Education  grants  (including  the  whole  of  the  new 

aid  grant) 581,500 

Additional    police    grant  under    Police   Act,   1909 

(London's  proportion)   ...  ...  ...  •.•        48,000 

629,500 

£1.111,097 
Deduct — Treasury  estimate  of   saving  in  poor  rates 
owing  to  removal   of  pauper  disqualification  for 
old  age  pensions     ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  117,000 

Nett  loss,  or  additional  charge  on  the  rates      £994,037 


London  and  the  Proceeds  of  Land  Taxation. 

One  important  effect  of  the  Revenue  Act,  1911,  as 
emphasised  in  the  Memorandum  submitted  by  the 
Council  to  the  Departmental  Committee  on  Local 
Ta.xation,  was  to  suspend  the  operation  of  Section  91  of 
the  Finance  (1909-10)  Act,  1910,  allocating  one-half 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  duties  on  land  v'alues  for  the 
benefit  of  local  authorities  until  Parliament  shall  other- 
wise determine,  but  not  beyond  March  31,  1914.  It 
follows,  therefore,  that  Socai  authorities  wiSl  not  receive 
any  part  of  the  proceeds  of  these  duties  until  another 
Act  of  Parliament  is  passed. 

These  taxes,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Council,  as  first 
expressed  in  their  Memorandum  of  September  8,  1909, 
are  clearly  local  in  origin,  and  "  should,  for  the  reasons 
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set  forth  in  the  Memorandum  referred  to,  inure  to  the 

benefit  of  the  localities." 

(See  pp.  98  and  99  of  Appe?idix  to  First  Report 
of  Departmental  Committee  ofi  Local  Taxation 
— Cd.  6303  of  1912.) 

This,  however,  by  no  means  accords  with  the  view 
which  finds  favour  with  the  promoters  of  these  taxes. 
One  of  the  witnesses,  specially  selected  to  give  evidence 
on  behalf  of  the  group  of  Members  of  Parliament  who 
recently  petitioned  the  Prime  Minister  in  favour  of  the 
Taxation  of  Land  Values,  was  Mr.  Crompton  Llewellyn. 
Davies, 

In  his  evidence  before  the  Departmental  Committee 
appointed  by  the  Government  on  Local  Taxation, 
Mr.  Llewellyn  Davies  was  asked  these  questions 
(December  14,  1911):  — 

Question:  Whether  the  inhabitants  of  Glasgow  would 
be  very  willing  to  contribute  a  portion  of  their 
land  values  to  the  inhabitants  of  Skye? 

Answer:  I  should  think  they  would  be,  if  they  were 
honest  and  just  persons. 

Question:  On  the  same  system  the  inhabitants  of 
London,  where  land  values  are  very  high,  would 
also  quite  fairly  and  honestly  contribute  to  the 
burdens  of  the  Lews  or  of  Connaught? 

Answer:  I  should  be  ashamed  to  repudiate  it  if  I  was 
one  of  the  persons  on  whom  the  burden  should 
fall. 

Question:  But  there  are  some  people — I  think  in 
Glasgow,  for  example ;  but  I  am  not  very  sure 
about  the  London  County  Council,  but  I  rather 
think  it  is  the  case  there  also — who  put  forward 
the  claim  that  the  whole  produce  of  the  national 
tax  on  land  values  accruing  to  their  own  district 
should  be  used  by  them  directly  for  the  purpose  of 
meeting  local  burdens? 
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Answer:   It  is  demonstrably  inexact  and   unjust   in  my 

opinion. 

(See.Cd.  6303,  I.,  of  1912,  p.   118.) 

The  foregoing  proves  unmistakably  that  London  is 
not  to  be  allowed  to  benefit  from  the  moneys  raised  by 
the  Taxation  of  Land  Values  in  London;  but  that  out- 
of-the-way  islands  off  the  coast  of  Scotland  and  remote 
parts  of  Ireland,  are  also  to  share  in  the  proceeds, 
should  effect  be  given  to  the  land  taxers'  proposals. 

Not  only  is  this  grossly  unfair  to  the  inhabitants  of 
London,  but  it  directly  conflicts  with  the  ground  on 
which  the  land  taxers  seek  to  justify  this  further  pro- 
posal to  tax  land,  namely,  that  the  values  have  been 
created  by  the  community. 

So  much,  then,  for  the  Progressive- Socialist 
assertion  that  London's  salvation  lies  in  the  rating  and 
taxing  of  Land  Values  !  * 

London    worse   treated    than    other    parts 
of  Great    Britain, 

A  table  is  included  in  the  Appendix  to  the  first 
Report  of  the  Departmental  Committee  on  Local 
Taxation  (page  135)  which  gives  the  comparative 
expenditure  of  London  Boards  of  Guardians  on  poor 
relief  for  the  two  years  1890-91  and  1909-10. 
Accordmg  to  this  table,  whilst  in  the  year  1890-91 
Imperial  subventions  bore  22"2  per  cent,  of  the  total 
cost,  and  Rates  the  remaining  77'8  per  cent. ;  in  the 
year  1909-10-  the  percentage  borne  by  Imperial  sub- 
ventions had  fallen  to  7" 8,  whilst  that  which  devolved 
upon  the  Rates  had  correspondingly  increased  to  92'2 
per  rent.  In  respect  of  amount,  the  sum  so  expended 
out  of  Rates  for  the  year  1890-91  totalled  £1,668,623, 
and  in  the  year  1909-10  £3,363,801,  or  more  than 
twice  as  much. 


•  See  further,  as  to  this,  the  Section  entitled   "  London  and  the  Single 
Tax,  and  the  Taxation  and  Rating  of  Land  Values." 
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A  further  table  which  appears  in  this  Appendix 
(page  131)  gives  a  comparison  of  the  net  cost  of  the 
"  national  "  services  other  than  Education  and  Main 
Roads,  and  shows  the  amount  of  the  assigned  revenues 
in  the  case  pf  London  and  the  rest  of  England  an,d 
Wales,  respectively. 

According  to  this  table,  the  percentage  of  assigned 
revenues  to  cost  of  services  amounted  in  the  case  of 
London  for  the  year  1890-91  to  27'2  per  cent.,  whilst 
for  the  year  1908-9  this  percentage  of  assigned 
revenues  had  fallen  to   16'2  per  cent. 


1890-91.                   1908-9. 

London. 

Rest  of 
England 
&  Wales. 

London. 

Rest  of 

England 

&  Wales. 

Percentage  of  assigned 
revenues   to   cost   of 
services 

27'2 

46-7 

16-2 
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It  will  be  seen,  accordingly,  that  whilst  the  per- 
centage of  assigned  revenues  in  the  case  of  the  rest  of 
England  and  Wales  has  also  fallen  substantially  during 
the  period  1890-91  to  1908-9,  yet,  notwithstanding 
this  fall,  that  the  rest  of  England  and  Wales  is  still 
in  a  far  more  favouraSile  position  than  is  the  case 
with   London. 

A  mass  of  valuable  material  bearing  on  the  subject 
of  London's  Case  against  the  Government  is  contained 
in  the  Memorandum  submitted  by  the  London  County 
Council  to  the  Departmental  Committee  on  Local 
Taxation,  to  which  reference  has  already  been  made. 
The  figures  given  in  this  Memorandum  are  brought 
up  to  date  in  a  subsequent  Memorandum  submitted  on 
behalf  of  the  Council  by  Mr.  H.  E.  Haward,  Comp- 
troller of  the  Council,  under  date  March  5,  1912. 
(See  pages  95-140  of  Appendix  to  the  First  Report  of 


32 

the  Departmental  Committee  on  Local  Taxation,. 
Cd.  6303  of  1912.)  The  reader  will  be  well  advised, 
consequently,  to  refer  personally  to  this  Report. 

Report  of  the  Finance  Committee  relative 
to  London's  claim  against  the  imperial 
Exchequer. 

The  subject  of  London's  claim  against  the  Imperial 
Exchequer  is  also  exhaustively  dealt  with  in  a  report 
of  the  Finance  Committee  of  the  Council  dated  June  22, 
1910.  This  report  came  before  the  Council  at  its 
meeting  on  June  2S,  1910,  when  the  following  reso- 
lutions were  adopted:  — 

"  {a)  Tliat,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Council,  London 
has  undoubted,  urgent  and  special  claims  for 
increased  grants  from  the  Imperial  Exchequer 
in  aid  of  local  rates. 

"  {b)  That  the  Council,  having  regard  to  the 
repeated  intijiiations  of  the  Prime  Minister  and 
the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  that  the  whole 
subject  of  grants  from  the  Imperial  Exchequer 
will  receive  early  consideration,  urges  His 
Majesty's  Government  to  take  such  immediate 
steps,  by  the  appointment  of  a  departmental 
committee  or  otherwise,  as  will  prepare  the  way 
for  the  general  settlement  of  the  question  so  long 
and  anxiously  awaited  by  local  authorities 
throughout  the  country. 

{c)  That,  inasmuch  as  a  complete  readjustment 
of  the  relations  between  the  Imperial  Exchequer 
and  local  taxation  must  necessarily  occupy  a  con- 
siderable time  and  in  view  of  the  exceptional 
hardships  suffered  by  the  London  ratepayers, 
assistance  such  as  'was  recommended  by  the  Royal 
Commission  on  Local  Taxation  iti  1901  should  be 
at  once  afforded  to  London  by  means  of  an 
interim  grant  of  such  an  amount  as  will  enable 
the  Council  to  pay  out  of  the  Exchequer  con- 
tribution account  a  grant  to  guardians  in  London 
for  costs  of  union  officers  calculated  on  a  similar 
basis  to  that  paid  to  boards  of  guardians  in  the 
rest  of  England  and  Wales,  in  substitution  for 
the     two     grants     peculiar     to     Lond»n     under 
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section  43  of  the  Local  Government  Act,  1888, 
or  of  an  alternative  interim  grant  of  an  equivalent 
amount. 

"  {d)  That  the  claims  of  local  authorities  for  in- 
creased grants  in  respect  of  (i)  education,  and 
(ii)  costs  of  collection  of  local  taxation  licences 
should  receive  the  immediate  attention  of  His 
Majesty's  Government,  and  should  not  be  delayed 
until  the  general  resettlement  of  the  relations 
between  the  Imperial  Exchequer  and  local 
taxation. 

"  {e)  That  the  Council  desires  to  refer  again  to 
its  memorandum  forwarded  to  the  Chancellor  of 
the  Exchequer  on  September  8,  1909,  and  to 
reiterate  the  opinion  expressed  in  its  resolution 
^  of  May  3,  1910  (pages  879-81),  that,  having 
regard  to  the  local  character  of  the  duties  on 
land  values,  no  part  of  the  moiety  of  the  proceeds 
of  such  duties  allocated  to  local  authorities 
should  be  appropriated,  as  proposed,  to  make 
good  the  shortage  in  the  revenue  from  the  beer 
and  spirit  surtaxes  in  1909-10  or  should  be 
otherwise  earmarked  by  Parliament  for  supple- 
menting in  any  way  the  grants  from  the  Imperial 
Exchequer  in  aid  of  services  of  a  national 
character  locally  administered. 

(/)  That  a  copy  of  the  foregoing  report  and 
resolutions  {a)  to  {e)  inclusive  be  forwarded  to 
the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  and  that  he 
be  asked  to  receive  a  small  deputation  from  the 
Council  on  the  subject. 

"  {g)  That  a  copy  of  the  foregoing  report  and 
resolutions  {a)  to  (/)  inclusive  be  sent  to  the 
Members  of  Parliament  representing  London 
constituencies." 

The    RasSacai-Progi'essive    OoverMSTBent 
Declines  to  assist  Londoii. 

Mr.  Hayes  Fisher  has  done  his  utmost  to  induce  the 
present  Government  to  remedy  the  special  grievances 
with  which  London  at  the  present  time  is  so  heavily 
burdened.  In  both  the  past  two  years,  Mr.  Fisher  has 
directed,  the  Government's  attention  to  the  matter  in 
the  House  of  Commons  by  utilising  the  only  available 
means,  i.e.,  by  moving  an  amendment  to  the  Address. 
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The  following  are  the  terms  of  the  amendment  to 

the  Address  moved  twice,  viz.,  on  February  13,  1911, 

and  on  February  16,   1912,  by  Mr.   Hayes  Fisher:  — 

"  But  humbly  represent  to  Your  Majesty  that  this 
House  regrets  that,  having  regard  to  the  rapidly- 
growing  cost  of  education  and  other  services  of  a 
predominantly  national  character,  which  has  been 
accentuated  by  the  additional  duties  cast  upon  local 
authorities  by  the  legislation  and  departmental  adminis- 
tration of  the  last  six  years,  involving  heavy  and 
increasing  burdens  on  local  rates,  which  press  with 
special  severity  on  the  ratepayers  of  London,  Your 
Majesty's  gracious  Speech  contains  no  announcement 
of  measures  to  give  effect  to  the  recommendations  of 
the  Royal  Commission  on  Local  Taxation  made  in  the 
year  1901  in  favour  of  a  large  increase  in  the  sub- 
ventions from  the  Imperial  funds  in  aid  of  local 
expenditure  upon  national  services,  or  to  compensate 
local  authorities  for  the  loss  of  rates  owing  to  the 
reductions  of  assessable  values  of  licensed  premises 
as  the  resuh  of  the  Finance   (1909-10)   Act,   1910." 

Such  an  amendment  ought  to  have  recei\ed  the 
support  of  every  M.P.  who  has  the  interests  of  London 
ratepayers  at  heart.  But  what  do  we  lind?  Fn  1911, 
24  London  Radical  M.P.'s  voted  against  the  amendment, 
and  six  London  Radical  M.P.'s  had  not  the  courage  to 
vote.  In  1912,  25  London  Radical  M.P.'s  voted  against, 
and  six  again  failed  to  record  their  vote. 


February,  lOll. 
24  Radical  M.P.'s  who  voted  Against 

Mr.  Fisher's  Amendment. 

Name  &  Constituency. 
Addison,  Dr.  C,  Hoxton. 
Benn,    W.    W.,    St.     George-in-the- 

East. 
Bowerman,  C,  W.,  Deptford. 
Burns,  Rt.  Hon.  J.,  Battersea. 
Carr-Gomm,  H.  W.,  Rotherhithe. 
Chancellor,  H.  G.,  Haggeiston. 
Collins,  S.,  Kcnnington. 
Cornwall    Sir  E.  A.,  Bethnal  Green. 

N.E. 
Crooks,  W.,  Woolwich. 
Dawes,  J.  A,,  Walworth. 
Dickinson,  W.  H.,  St.  Pancras,  N. 
Jones,  W.  S.  Glyn-,  Stepney. 
Lansbury,  G.,  Bow  and  Bromley. 
Lough,  Rt.  Hon.  T.,  Islington,  W. 


Macnamara,   Rt.  Hon.  T.  J.,   Cam- 

berwell,  N. 
Masterman,    C.  F.  G,,  North  West 

Ham. 
Norton,   Capt.    C.   W.,   West   New- 

ington. 
Radford,  G.  H.,  Islington,  E. 
Richardson,  A.,  Peckham. 
Samuel,  S.  .M.,  Whitechapel.| 
Spicer,  Sir  A.,  Hackney,  C. 
Strauss,  E.  A.,  Southw'ark,  W. 
Thorne,  W.,  South  West   Ham. 
Wiles,  T.,  Islington,  S. 

6  Radical  M.P.'s  who  did  not  vote. 
Baker,  J.  A.,  Finsbury,  E. 
Bottomley,  H.  W.,  Hackney,  S. 
Bu.\ton,  Rt.  Hon.  S.,  Poplar. 
Glanville,  H.  J.,  Bermondsey. 
Martin,  Hon.  J.,  K.C.,  St.  Pancras,  E. 
Pearce,  W.,  Limehouse. 
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Glanville,  H.  J.,  Bermondsey. 
Jones,  W.  S.  Glyn-,  Stepney. 
Lough,  Rt.  Hon.  T.,  Islington,  W. 
Macnamara,   Rt,    Hon,   T,  J.,   Cam- 

berwell,  N. 
Martin,  Hon,  J.,  K.C.,  St,  Pancras,  E. 
Masterman,  C,  F.  G.,  Bethna!  Green, 


Fehvuavy,  1912. 
25  Radical  M.F.'s  ivlio  voted  Against 
Mr.  Fisher's  Amendment. 
Name  &  Constituency. 
Addison,  Dr.  C,  Ho.xton. 
Baker,  J.  A.,  Finsbury,  E. 
Benn,    W.   W.,    St.    George-in-the-  j       S.W. 

East.  I  Pearce,  W.,  Limehouse. 

Bowerman,  C.  W.,  Deptford.  Radford,  G.  H.,  Islington,  E. 

Burns,  Rt.  Hon.  J.,  Battersea.  I  Spicer,  Sir  A.,  Hackney,  C. 

Buxton,  Rt.  Hon.  S.,  Poplar.  ■  Strauss,  E.  A.,  Southvvark,  W. 

Carr-Gomm,  H.  W.,  Rotherhithe.        ,    Wiles,  T.,  Islington,  S. 
Chancellor,  H.  G.,  Haggerston. 

Collins,  S.,  Kennington,  ;     ^  Radical  M.F.'s  ivho  did  not  vote. 

Cornwall,  Sir  E.  A.,  Bethnal  Green,     Bottomley,  H.  W.,  Hackney,  S. 

N.E,  j   Lansbury,  G.,  Bow  and  Bromley, 

Crooks,  W.,  Woolwich.  Norton,  Capt.  C.  W.,  W.  Nevvington. 

Dawes,  J.  A.,  Walworth.  j  Richardson,  Albion,  Peckham. 

De  Forest,  Baron,  North- West  Ham.     Samuel,  Stuart  M,,  Whitechapel. 
Dickinson,  W.  H.,  St.  Pancras,  N.      !  Thorne,  W  ,  South  West  Ham. 


Increased  Police  Rate. 

A  burden  over  which  the  Council  possesses  no 
control  is  the  Police  Rate,  which  between  the  years 
1906-7  and  1912-13  has  increased  from  od.  to  7d. 
in  the  pound.  The  earlier  history  as  to  this  is  dealt 
with  in  the  1910  Edition  of  L.C.C.  Facts  and 
Arguments  (Vol.    I.,  page  72,  et  seq.) 

As  regards  the  latter  history,  particulars  as  to  this 
will  be  found  in  the  quotation  from  Mr.  Hayes  Fisher's 
speech  of  May  8,   1912,  set  out  on  page  25  supra. 

More  detailed  particulars  are  contained  in  Mr. 
Hayes  Fisher's  speech  delivered  in  the  House  of 
Commons  on  March  13,  1912,  on  the  occasion  of  the 
Committee  stage  of  the  Metropolitan  Police  Rate  Bill, 
1912.  A  full  report  of  this  debate  will  be  found  in 
London  Mmiidlpal  Notes  for  April,  1912  (page  198, 
et  seq.)  We  desire  to  call  special  attention  to  the' 
following  passage  in  Mr.   Fisher's  speech:  — 

"  For  40  years  the  proportion  has  been  five-ninthb 
by  the  ratepayers  and  four-ninths  by  the  Exchequer;, 
but  look  at  the  figures  now!  What  is  the  amount  for 
1908-9,  and  what  was  the  proportion  then?  In  that 
year  the  ratepayers  paid  51*8  per  cent,  and  the  Govern- 
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ment  paid  4S'2  per  cent.  In  the  year  1909-10  the 
ratepayers'  proportion  was  54"  1  per  cent,  and  the 
Government  reduced  its  contribution  to  45*9  per  cent. 
In  the  year  1910-11  the  ratepayers'  proportion  was 
5 5 '3  .per  cent.,  and  the  Government  reduced  its  con- 
tribution to  44'7  per  cent.  In  1911-12,  the  last  year 
for  which  the  figures  are  available,  the  ratepayers' 
proportion  was  57'3  per  cent.,  and  the  Government 
reduced  its  contribution  to  4 2' 7  per  cent.  That  shows 
a  continual  failing  off  of  the  contribution  on  the  part  of 
the  Government,  and  a  continual  rise  in  the  amount  of  the 
money  which  the  ratepayers  have  to  pay  towards  this 
fund." 

The  following  table  indicates  in  tabular  form  the 
fall  which  has  taken  place  in  the  percentage  expendi- 
ture on  the  Metropolitan  Police  Force  defrayed  out  of 
the   Imperial  Exchequer  during  the  past  four  years:  — 

Percentage  of  net  expenditure 
defrayed  out  of  Government 
Grants  and  Exchequer  Con- 
tributions. (Excluding  pay- 
ment for  Police  specially 
Year.  employed.) 

1908-9  48-2 

1909-10  45'9 

1910-11  44*7 

1911-12  42*7 

The  percentage  cost  which  de\olves  upon  the 
London  ratepayer,  it  will  be  seen,  has  consequently; 
increased  by  5' 5  per  cent,  in  the  brief  period  of  three 
years.  The  result  is  that  the  ratepayer  is  now  called 
upon  to  bear  nearly  three-fifths  of  the  total  cost. 

The  amount  of  the  Police  Rate,  as  will  be  seen  by 
a  reference  to  tlie  table  on  page  43,  for  the  20  years 
ended  Marcli,  1909,  remained  constant  at  5d.  in  the 
]jound.  For  the  year  1909-10,  it  was  increased  to 
/i'5d.,  for  ilic  year  1910-11  to  5"75d.,  for  the  year 
1911-12  to  G'25d.,  and  for  the  year  1912-13  to  7*0d. 
This  inctease  of  2d.  in  the  pound  is  equivalent  in 
amount  to  a  sum  of  about  £374,000. 
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B'riefly^  the  contention  of  the  Municipal  Reform 
Party  in  regard  to  this  subject  is  that  inasmuch  as  the 
Metropolitan  Police  are  used  largely  for  national  pur- 
poses, the  Imperial  Exchequer  should  bear  a  more 
proportionate  share  of  the  cost  than  is  the  case  at  the 
present  time.  Further,  it  should  be  borne  in  mind 
that  ,when  the  Metropolitan  Police  Rate  Bill,  1912, 
which  gives  the  Government  the  power  to  raise  the 
Police  Rate  from  9d.  to  lid.  in  the  pound,  was 
passing  through  the  House  of  Commons  (viz.  :  on 
March  13,  1912),  a  determined  effort  was  made  by 
Unionist  Members  of  Parliainent  to  reduce  the  lid. 
maximum  to  lOd.  in  the  pound.  In  this  endeavour, 
they  were  out-voted,  with  the  result  that  the  Govern- 
ment proposal  went  through  the  House  of  Commons. 
As  further  proof  of  how  little  assistance  the  Unionist 
Party  receives  from  the  London  Radical- Progressive 
Members  in  striving  tQ  secure  fair  play  for  London,  it 
should  be  noted  that  of  the  31  Radical-Progressive 
M.P.'s  for  London,  only  two  on  this  occasion  voted 
against  the  Government.  This  was  despite  the  fact  that 
Mr.  W.  H.  Dickinson,  the  Radical  ^I.P.  for  North 
St.  Pancras,  spoke  against  the  proposal.  When,  how- 
ever, the  vote  was  taken,  Mr.  Dickinson  and  a  number 
of  his  colleagues  voted  with  the  Government.  Mr. 
Joseph  Martin,  the  Radical  M.P.  for  East  St.  Pancras, 
voted  against  the  increase,  and  in  his  speech  in  the 
House  of  Com.mons  said :  — 

"  I  think  that  an^  LISjera?  Member  undertaking  to  meet 
the  objections  put  forward  as  thsi^  have  been  to  day  by 

hon.  gentlemen  opposite  mth  regard  to  this  2£!=  rate  at 
anjf  pubSic  meeting  in  London  ivswSd  have  a  very  hard  time 

of   it.     So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  do  not  propose  to 
put  m.yself  in  that  position." 

Below    we    give    a    list    of    London    Members    of 
Parliament   who   voted   for  the   retention   of  the    lid. 

a88597 
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maximum,  together  in  each  instance  witli  the  name  of 
the  Constituency  represented:  — 

METROPOLITAN   POLICE   RATE    BILL,    1912. 
Alarch   13,    1912. 

Voting  of  London  Members  on  Mr.  W.  Hayes 
Fisher's  amendment  to  reduce  the  maximum  rate  from 
lid.  to  lOd.  in  the  pound. 

14  Radical  JII.P/s  voted  against  the  Amendment. 

Benn,  W.  W.,  St.  George-in-the-  |  Jones,  W.  S.  Glyn-,  Stepney. 

East.  I  Macnamara,  Rt.  Hon.  T.  J.,  Cam- 

Carr-Gomm,   H.  W. ,  Rotherhithe.  berwell,  N. 

Collins,  Stephen,  Kennington.  I  Masterman,     C.     F.    G.,     Bethnal 

Cornwall,     Sir     E.     A.,     Bethnal  j  Green,  S.W. 

Green,  N.E.  I  Norton,  Capt.C.W.,W.Newington. 

Dawes,  J,  A.,  Wahvorth.  :  Pearce,  W.,  Limehouse. 

Dickinson,  W.  H.,  St.  Pancras,  N.  j  Radford,  G.  H.,  Islington,  E. 

Glanville,  H,  J.,  Bermondsey.  j  Wiles,  T.,  Islington,  S. 

The  following  13  Radical  and  Labour  Al.P.'s  did  not 

vote. 


Addison,  Dr.  C,  Hoxton. 
Baker,  I.  A.,  Finsbury,  E. 
Bottom'ley,  H.  W.,  Hackney,  S. 


De    Forest,    Baron,     North    West 

Ham. 
Lough,  Rt.  Hon.  T.,  Islington,  W. 


Bowerman,  C.  W.,  Deptford,  Richardson,  A.,  Peckhatn. 

Burns,  Rt.  Hon,  J.,  Battersea.  I       Samuel,  S.  M.,  Whitechapel. 
Bu.xton,  kt.  Hon.  S.  C,  Poplar.  Spicer,  Sir  \.,  Hackney,  C. 

Chancellor,  H.  G.,  Haggerston.  '       Strauss,  E.  A.,  Southwark,  W. 

In  the  lesuit,  another  (iabiiity  of  2cl.  in  the  £  was 
added  to  the  burden  of  Londoners  for  expenses  Eargely 
national  in  character. 


London's    Improved  Credit. 

Short  sighted  indeed  must  be  the  .Tiian  cr  woman 
who  fails  to  recognise  how  vitally  important  is  the 
question  of  credit.  More  especially  is  this  the  case 
with  a  great  Municipal  body  such  as  the  London  County 
Council,  which  is  necessarily  forced  by  circumstances 
from  time  to  time  to  appeal  to  the  Money  Market,  or 
to  the  public  at  large,  for  loans.  Below  we  give  a 
table  which  shows  the  average  prices  for  the  years 
specified   for   the    under-mentioned    British    Municipal 
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securities,   as   also   the   fall   in   value   which   has   taken 
place  during  the  period  of  five  years :  — 

xMean  Prices  for  the  Year.  1903.  1911.   Fall  in  Value. 

MetropoUtan  Consolidated  (1941) 
3%  Stock  ...     93-75         89-25       —4-50 

Birming^ham  Corporation  (1947) 

3%  Stock  ...     91-87         85-44       —5-43 

Bristol  Irredeemable  3|%  Stock  104-50  97-75  —6-75 

Glasgow           „             3^%      „       107-37  102-12  —5-25 

Liverpool        „            317^      „       103-12  100-50  —7-62 

Manchester     „             4  %      „       123-56  114-69  —8-87 

It  will  be  recollected  that  so  far  as  London  is  con- 
cerned, the  year  1906  was  the  last  complete  year  in 
which  the  Progressive-Socialists  held  sway  over  the 
London  County  Council.  Further,  it  will  be  noted  that 
the  depreciation  in  this  period  of  five  years  in  the 
credit  of  London  has  been  less  than  that  of  the  other 
five  great  Municipalities  referred  to  in  the  comparative 
table. 

Even  more  instructive  is  the  following  table  which 
shows  that  the  depreciation  in  the  credit  of  London 
during  the  period  specified  has  been  considerably  less 
than  the  corresponding  depreciation  which  has  taken 
place  in  regard  to  Consols :  — 


Dec.  28, 

Dpc.  2S, 

Dec   23, 

Sellers*  Prices. 

1906. 

1909. 

1912. 

217^  Consols      

..       85  }i 

82f 

75A 

London  Count\^  37n  Stock 

..       87t^ 

S8i 

801 

The  first  date  taken  represents  a  date  only  two 
months  prior  to  the  defeat  of  the  Progressives  on  the 
London  County  Council,  whilst  the  last  date  is  that 
for  the  same  day  in  1912. 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  above  that  the  fall 
in  this  period  of  six  years  is  in  the  case  of 
Consols  over  ten  points  as  compared  with  slightly  over 
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seven  points  in  the  case  of  L.C.C.  Stock.  The  fall 
per  cent.,  consequently,  in  the  case  of  the  National 
security  has  been  far  heavier  than  that  secured  on  the 
credit  of  London. 

The  following  comparative  table  proves  the  relative 
steadiness  of  the  price  of  London  County  Consolidated 
3?r  per  Cent.  Stock  during  the  last  four  and  three- 
quarter  years  compared  with  that  of  the  corresponding 
stock  of  the  Government  of  India:  — 


India 

L.C.C. 

3|  per  cent. 

3|  per  cent 

March 

31, 

1908     . 

..       'lOli 

101 

Do. 

1909 

97f 

102} 

Do. 

1910 

95i 

100 

Do. 

1911 

96i 

100^ 

Do. 

1912 

94| 

loo' 

January 

11, 

1913 

90f 

9^ 

The  Progressive-SociaSists'  Contribution 
to  the  Cause  of   Economy. 

In  conclusion,  it  should  be  carefully  noted  that 
during  the  past  six  years  the  Municipal  Reform 
Majority  has  not  only  received  no  assistance  whatsoever 
from  the  Progressive-Socialist  Party  on  the  Council  in 
the  work  of  keeping  down  expenditure,  but  that  the 
latter  liavc  used  every  endeavour  to  pile  up  during  this 
period  additional  capital  expenditure.  The  London 
Municipal  Society,  during  the  present  year,  has 
employed  an  accountant  to  take  out  a  record  of  the 
amendments  moved  in  the  Council  by  the  Progressive- 
Socialists  which  would  liave  had  the  effect  of  increasing 
expenditure.  As  a  result,  it  is  estimated  tSiat  it  is  safe 
to  fix  the  extra  capital  expenditure  which  the  Pso- 
gressivs  Socialists  have  encieauoured  to  force  the 
majority    to    adopt    at    about    15    millions    steriir.g. 
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The  additional  annual  maintenance  expenditure  of  these 
schemes,  had  effect  been  given  to  them,  would  have 
worked  out  at  something  like  a  4d.  rate  in  the  pound. 

This  fact  in  itself  should  sufiticiently  indicate  what 
kind  of  treatment  the  London  ratepayer  may  expect  in 
the  near  future,*  if,  as  a  result  of  the  Elections  of 
March  next,  the  Progressive- Socialist  Party  should, 
unhappily  for  London,  again  obtain  a  majority  on  the 
London  County  Council. 


*In  this  connection,  it  is  also  instructive  to  note  that  Mr.  G.  L.  Bruce, 
one  of  the  most  prominent  members  of  the  Progressive  Party  on  the 
•Council,  in  a  :\Ianifesto  to  his  constituents,  dated  May  9,  191!?,  in  which 
he  outlines  certain   proposals  in   regard  to  Education,  writes  : — 

"I  am  told  that  the  expense  is  prohibitive. 
The  present  proposal  vifili  involve  an  increase 
o-f  4-|c(.  in  the  rates  in  the  course  of  fifteen 
years.    What  I  sugg^est  will  involve  a  further  9cl." 

This  increase  would  not.  however  cover  the  cost  of  the  whole  of  Mr. 
Bruce's  proposals.  Moreover,  in  ord-^r  to  clinch  the  matter,  he  adds, 
further  on : — 

"f  have  seen  the  Education  Rate  lOd.  It  is 
now  Is.  lOd.      We  shall  see  et  3s." 

4 


APPENDIX. 

Subjoined  are  various  important  tables  which 
bring  the  subject  of  L.C.C.  Finance  down  to. the  latest 
year,  in  every  instance,  for  which  official  figures  are 
yet  available.  The  figures  for  1911-12  are  not  yet 
available. 
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Apropos  of  the  foregoing  table  as  to  Rates  levied, 
attention  is  directed  to  the  following  extract  from  the 
Report  of  the  Local  Government  Records  and  Museums 
Committee,  dated  October  IS,  1912:  — 

"  The  precept  of  the  Central  (Unemployed)  Body 
for  the  half-year  ending  ]\Iarch  31,  1913,  has 
not  yet  been  finally  settled,  but  it  will  probably 
be  the  same  as  that  for  the  previous  half-year 
(■l"2od.  in  the  pound).  Subject  to  this,  the  total 
of  the  precept  rates  levied  to  meet  the  expendi- 
ture of  the  central  authorities  (the  Council,  the 
receiver  of  the  Metropolitan  Police  district,  the 
Metropolitan  Asylums  Board  and  the  Central 
(Unemployed!  Boch)  amounts  to  4s.  2'5d.,  an 
increase  of  l'20d.  in  the  pound;  while  the  rates 
levied  to  meet  the  expenditure  of  the  local 
authorities  outside  the  City  of  London  (including 
cost  of,  and  losses  in,  collection  of  all  rates) 
show  an  .avcrai^e  decrease  of  2'42d.  in  the  pound, 
mahtngr  a  net  decrease  in  the  average  total  rate 
of  1 17(i.  in  the  pound. 

"  The  variations  in  the  rates  of  the  several  authori- 
ties are  shown  in  the  following  table:  — 


Precept  rates  for  txpendUu-e  rf  cen- 
tral auikoritifz — 

Coiimi    rate — 

General — I'or  education  purposes 
For  purposes  other  than 
edtication 
Speria! 

Police  rate 

Asylums  Board  rate  .. 

Central  'rpfniplnved  i  Bnrl\-  rate  ... 


Increase 

{+)or 

1911.12. 

1912-13. 

deerea 

se{—). 

s.     d. 

s.     d. 

d. 

1     9-25 

1    9-25 

- 

1     2-7o 

1    2-65 



010 

L'25 

2-35 

+ 

0-10 

e>-25 

700 

+ 

0-75 

4' 50 

5-00 

+ 

050 

O^.'^ 

U-25 

— 

4    1-2.J 


Rjlies    f„r    erp(ndti.,re    of    luc.il  r.)ll-12. 

authtrrities —  s.  J. 

Borne  t.-entrally  — 

Metropolitan  comnnon  poor  fund  rate  8'71 

Eqiiali>ntiori  fund  rate     GOO 

Borne  l»K-ally  (average, including  cost 

of,andko-ses  in, collection  of  ail  rates)  2  3-97 


3    (i-68 


Total  average  rate   (excluding    the 
City  of  London) 


•93 


4    2-50         +  1-25 


Increase  (-[-)  or 

1912-13.  decrease  {—). 

s.     d. 


8-89 
OUO 


2 

1-37 

3 

4-26 

7 

6-76 

d. 

-f-  0  18 

—  2  60 
-  2-42 

—  117 
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"It  is  not  yet  possible  to  say  to  wliat  extent  the 
decrease  in  the  local  rates  is  due  to  reduced 
expenditure  for  poor  law  or  municipal  purppses 
or  to  reductions  in  the  cost  of,  and  losses  in,  rate 
collection,  but  we  will  report  on  these  points  iat 
a  later  date." 
{EcdtraOfed  from  L.C.C.  Agenda  for  October  29, 
1912,  pp.    83-85.) 

Candidates  and  others  would  be  well  advised  to 
refer  to  the  exhaustive  speech  by  Mr.  R.  C.  Norman, 
the  Chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee,  delivered  in 
the  Council  on  April  30,  1912,  in  submitting  the  Annual 
Estimates  for  the  current  financial  year.  A  full  report 
of  this  speech  appears  in  London  Municipal  Notes  for 
May,  1912,  pp.  305-316. 

Much  useful  information  bearing  on  the  different 
departments  of  the  Council's  finances  is  to  be  found 
each  year  in  the  Annual  Report  of  the  District  Auditor 
on  the  Council's  Accounts.  Unfortunately,  the  latest 
year  yet  covered  by  this  Report  is  that  ended  March  31, 
1911.  The  report  for  this  period  will  be  found  in 
London  Municipal  Notes  for  June,  1911,  pp.  393-402. 


THE 

LONDON  COUNTY  COUNCIL 
AND    EDUCATION. 


Education    Reforms    achieved    by    the 
Municipal    Reformers. 

In  no  section  of  the  CounciFs  work  have  the 
Municipal  Reformers  achieved  a  more  notable  record 
of  solid  progress  for  the  good  of  London  than  in  its 
Education  service.  In  every  direction  under  this 
heading,  the  present  inajority  can  point  to  substantial 
developments  v/hich  compare  most  favourably  with  the 
miserable  failure  of  the  Education  policy  pursued  by 
the  Progressive- Socialist  Council  from  1904  to  1907. 

When  the  Municipal  Reformers  came  into  power  in 
March,  1907,  they  found  London  Education  work  in  a 
position  which  might  not  unreasonably  be  described  as 
approaching  educational  chaos.  There  were  the  dual 
control  of  the  Education  Office  by  the  Clerk  of  the 
Council  and  the  Education  Officer;  grave  discontent, 
almost  amounting  to  revolt,  amongst  a  large  section  of 
teachers  in  non-provided  schools,  who  from  1904  to 
1907  had  been  paid  salaries  below  the  L.C.C.'s  own 
scale ;  serious  dissatisfaction  amongst  the  managers  of 
non-provided  schools  at  the  rough  treatment  accorded 
to  them  in  connection  with  the  non-provided  school 
survey ;  open  revolt  amongst  a  number  of  the  supporters 
of  the  old  London  School  Board  at  the  action  of  the 
Progressive-Socialist  Council  in  arranging  for  the  intro- 
duction of  nearly  50,000  displaced  children  from  the 
non-provided  schools   into  the   Council  schools,   by   an 
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alteration  of  the  basis  of  reckoning  school  accommo- 
dation ;  hundreds  of  classrooms  with  accommodation 
for  more  than  60  children:  hundreds  of  schoolrooms 
calculated  for  accommodation  upon  the  old  8  sq.  ft., 
or  9  sq.  ft.,  basis;  serious  defects  of  various  descrip- 
tions in  school  buildings  and  in  playgrounds  in  different 
parts  of  the  county ;  insufficiency  of  school  accommo- 
dation for  defective  children — to  mention  only  the  more 
glaring  deficiencies  left  by  the  Progressive-Socialists  as 
a  burdensome  legacy  to  their  successors  in  office. 

In  the  short  period  of  five  years,  by  their  business- 
like administration,  the  Municipal  Reformers  have  not 
only  remedied  practically  all  these  serious  defects,  but 
they  have  introduced  some  of  the  greatest  educational 
reforms  e\er  proposed  by  any  Education  authority  in 
the  country  since  1870:  — 

(1)  The  Education  Office  has  been  re-organised, 
the  dual  control  being  abolished,  with  the  result 
that  a  considerable  economy  in  staffing  and  other 
expenditure,  amounting  to  £4,500  a  year,  has 
been  effected. 

("2)  All  the  teachers  in  non-provided  schools  have 
been  placed  upon  the  same  scale  of  salaries  as 
teachers  of  equal  qualifications  in  Council 
schools. 

(3  The  non-provided  schools  have  been  treated 
with  reasonable  consideration,  all  the  difficulties 
of  the  Progressive-Socialist  survey  have  been 
dealt  with,  and  of  the  375  schools  affected 
thereby,  no  less  than  373  have  completed  the 
remodelling  of  their  buildings  to  the  satisfacticm 
l)oth  of  the  Council  and  of  the  Board  of 
Education. 

(4)  No  class  under  one  teacher  with  more  than 
GO  children  on  the  roll  is  now  to  be  found  in 
any  London  elementary  school. 
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(5)  Hundreds  of  classrooms,  calculated  upon  the 
8  sq.  ft.,  and  9  sq.  ft.,  basis,  left  by  the  Pro- 
gressive-Socialist Council,  have  been  re-measured 
and  placed  upon  the  9  sq.  ft.,  and  10  sq.  ft., 
basis  for  infants  and  senior  departments  respec- 
tively. 

(6)  Since  March,  1907:  — 

(a)  No  less  than  29  new  elementary  school 
buildings  have  been  opened,  and  the  enlarge- 
ment of  25  existing  schools  completed,  which 
together  represent  26,000  new  school  places. 

(d)  The  re-modelling  or  re-building  of  20  old 
schools  has  been  completed. 

(c)  Twenty-nine  new  schools  for  physically  or 
mentally  defective  children  have  been  opened. 

(d)  Ten  new  secondary  schools  have  been 
opened  or  transferred  to  the  Council. 

(e)  The  average  attendance  in  the  schools  has 
increased  from  88'7  per  cent,  to  89'7  per  cent. 

(/)  The  number  of  certificated  teachers  in  the 
schools  has  increased  from  15,087  to  17,639. 

(g)  The  number  of  unqualified  teachers  has  de- 
creased from  1,541  to  609. 

(7)  A  new  system  of  central  schools  upon  a  con- 
tributory basis,  each  serving  a  particular  district^ 
and  having  either  a  commercial  or  an  industrial 
bias,  with  the  object  of  preparing  the  children 
for  the  real  work  of  after  school  life,  has  been 
set  up.  In  all  60  central  schools  have  been 
projected,  of  which  no  less  than  44  have  already 
been  opened.  Moreover,  a  large  number  of 
bursaries  to  enable  poor  children  to  remain  in 
these  schools  a  year  beyond  the  ordinary  school 
age  has  been  established. 
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(8)  Care  Committees  have  been  formed  in  connec- 
tion with  nearly  every  school,  consisting  of 
voluntary  workers,  who  deal  with  the  selection 
of  necessitous  children,  arrange  for  following 
up  cases  requiring  medical  treatment,  interest 
themselves  in  various  forms  of  social  work  likely 
to  benefit  the  children,  such  as  provision  of  boots, 
clothing,  spectacles,  country  holidays,  and  the 
like,  and  assist  children  leaving  school  to  obtain 
good  employment.  As  a  result  of  their  work, 
the  feeding  of  necessitous  school  children  has 
been  placed  upon  a  properly  organised  basis. 
At  the  present  time  4T,26o  children  on  average 
are  being  fed  each  day. 

(9)  A  comprehensive  scheme  for  effective  medical 
inspection  and  treatment  for  all  children  in  the 
elementary  schools  has  been  organised.  During 
the  present  year  76,636  children  entering  school 
for  the  first  time,  37,243  children  between  the 
ages  of  S  and  9  years,  and  60,560  children 
leaving  school  will  be  dealt  with  under  the 
Council's  scheme.  Moreover,  arrangements  have 
been  made  with  the  hospitals,  or  by  the  establish- 
ment of  medical  treatment  centres,  to  provide 
opportunities  for  medical  treatment  for  all  school 
children  requiring  it  within  the  reach  of  every 
part  of  London,  a  small  charge  being  made 
according  to  the  means  of  the  parents. 

;(10)  The  Trade  Schools,  both  for  boys  and  girls, 
have  been  greatly  developed.  In  1907,  there 
was  accommodation  for  264  boys  and  234  girls, 
whilst  at  present  the  corresponding  figures  are 
825  boys  and  641  girls.  The  Council's  latest 
extensions  in  this  direction  are  a  school  for  boy 
cooks  and  a  school  for  waiters,  in  order  to  render 
those  two  good  occupations  more  accessible  in 
the  future  to  English-speaking  boys. 
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(11)  To  afford  practical  help  to  poor  children  who 
are  physically  weak,  open  air  schools,  open  air 
classes,  school  journeys,  vacation  schools,  and 
vacation  play  centres  have  been  started,  and  have 
proved  most  successful. 

(12)  An  excellent  complementary  superannuation 
scheme  for  the  teachers  in  the  London  elementary 
schools  has  been  brought  into  being,  to  enable 
the  teachers,  when  they  retire  through  old  age 
or  illness,  to  receive  a  substantial  addition  to  the 
miserable  pittance  allowed  by  the  Government 
superannuation  fund.  The  Council  has  been 
warmly  thanked  by  the  London  teachers  for  this 
great  reform,  whilst  teachers  in  other  parts  of 
the  country  point  to  London  as  a  model  authority 
in  this  respect. 

(13)  The  regulations  with  regard  to  street-trading 
by  children,  and  to  the  employment  of  children, 
have  been  considerably  strengthened,  thereby 
materially  improving  the  hard  lot  of  hundreds  of 
London's  poor  little  wage-earners. 

(14)  The  position  of  the  women  cleaners  in  the 
elementary  schools  has  been  greatly  ameliorated. 
All  their  labour  has  been  decasualised,  they  have 
been  placed  in  the  direct  employ  of  the  Council, 
and  they  have  been  secured  a  minimum  wage  of 
5d.  an  hour,  with  the  opportunity  of  earning 
14s.  a  week,  for  a  minimum  of  32  hours. 

In  addition  to  the  fourteen  most  important  changes 
mentioned  above,  the  Council  has  just  passed  a  scheme 
for  the  reduction  of  the  size  of  classes  in  the  London 
elementary  schools,  which  has  justly  been  described  as 
an  epoch-making  reform,  and  as  the  greatest  educa- 
tional reform  introduced  since  1870.  When  the  Board 
of  Education,  in  1909,  issued  its  new  regulation  as  to 
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the  roll  of  a  class  of  children  under  one  teacher  not 
exceeding  GO,  it  clearly  intimated  that  further  pro- 
gressive reductions  in  the  size  of  classes  would  be  made 
at  intervals  in  the  future.  All  educationists  in  London 
agreed  that,  owing  to  its  enormous  extent  and  to  its 
huge  population,  if  at  short  interv^als  the  whole  of  the 
school  accommodation  within  the  county  area  had  to 
be  revised,  the  size  of  classes  being  changed  at  each 
revision,  it  would  mean  disaster  to  the  Metropolis — both 
from  a  financial  and  from  an  education  point  of  view. 
The  present  Council,  therefore,  has  voluntarily  put 
forward  a  truly  statesmanlike  scheme  for  dealing  with 
the  matter  comprehensively  in  one  substantial  reduction, 
working  gradually  by  a  fixed  plan  over  the  whole  of 
London,  and  completing  the  work  within  a  period  of 
fifteen  years.  The  scheme  proposes  by  March  31, 
1927,  to  have  reduced  all  classes  in  the  elementary 
schools  in  London  to  a  maximum  of  40  in  senior 
departments,  and  of  48  in  infants'  departments,  the 
Board  of  Education,  on  its  part,  provided  that  the 
Council  carries  out  its  share  of  the  bargain,  granting 
immunity  to  London  from  any  new  regulations  in  its 
code  affecting  the  size  of  classes  during  the  period  of 
fifteen  years.  The  total  cost  of  the  scheme,  which  will 
provide  no  less  than  120,000  new  school  places,  will 
exceed  £5,000,000.  The  changes  proposed  will  benefit 
directly  every  section  of  London's  education  work.  It 
has  been  described  in  the  most  eulogistic  terms  by 
strong  opponents  of  the  Municipal  Reformers. 

The  London  Teacher,  a  weekly  paper  edited  by  a 
Progressive  member  of  the  Council,  in  its  issue  of 
June  28,  1912,  writes: — "  The  scheme  is  colossal. 
.  .  .  The  scheme  is  truly  magnificent  ...  we  con- 
gratulate the  JCducation  Committee  and  everybody 
concerned  on  an  exceedingly  business-like  proposal^ 
It  will  bring  about  a  revolution  in  teaching  in  London, 
and  its  effects  will  not  ^^  limited  to  the  Metropolis." 


Similarly  Ttte  Schoolmaster ,  another  weekly  news- 
paper edited  by  a  Liberal  Member  of  Parliament,  in 
its  issue  of  June  29,  1912,  writes: — "  By  the  adoption  of 
this  scheme  and  the  time  table  which  now  accompanies 
it,  the  present  Council  will  have  achieved  one  of  the 
greatest  reforms  in  educational  administration  since  the 
Act  of  1870  was  incorporated  in  the  Statute  Book. 
Everybody  concerned  is  to  be  congratulated  on  the 
accomplishment  of  such  an  important  piece  of  educa- 
tional administration.    .    .    ." 

Progressive  praise  is  not  usually  a  recommendation, 
but  this  scheme  is  framed  upon  such  a  business-like 
plan  for  the  advantage  of  London,  both  educationally 
and  financially,  in  that  it  will  effect  for  the  London 
ratepayers  a  very  large  saving  upon  the  huge  expendi- 
ture which  would  be  entailed  by  frequent  revisions  of 
the  whole  of  London  school  accommodation  at  intervals 
of  a  few  years,  tliat  Progressives  are  compelled  to  join 
with  their  political  opponents  in  praising  the  work  of 
the  Municipal  Reformers. 

The   Truth    about   the    £10,000    Fine. 

The  Progressive- Socialists  state  that  the  Board  of 
Education  fined  the  L.C.C.  £10,000  for  their  neglect 
in  the  provision  of  new  school  accommodation  in 
London. 

This  line,  which  was  loudly  applauded  by  the 
Progressive- Socialists,  was  inflicted,  not  upon  the 
members  of  the  Council,  but  upon  the  ratepayers  of 
London,  by  the  politicians  who  control  the  Board  of 
Education,  who  are  the  political  allies  of  the 
Progressive- Socialist  members  of  the  Council. 

It  is  untrue  to  say  that  the  fine  was  inflicted  because 
the  Municipal  Reformers  neglected  to  provide  sufficient 
school  accommodation. 


In  March,  1900,  the  Board  of  Education  issued  a 
new  regulation  to  the  effect  that  no  class  under  one 
teacher  in  an  elementary  school  should  have  more  than 
00  children  on  the  roll.  Certain  time  was  granted  to 
local  education  authorities  to  meet  this  new  regulation. 
London,  for  a  large  num-ber  of  its  schools,  was  givem 
until  August  31,  IMIC,  but  the  Board  of  Education 
distinctly  promised  that  in  any  district  in  which  there 
was  difficulty  in'  providing  new  school  places  to 
meet  the  new  regulation,  it  was  prepared  to  consider 
each  case  upon  its  merits. 

The  L.C.C.  immediately  began  to  survey  the  whole 
of  London  to  ascertain  how  the  nev/  regulation  could 
be  applied,  and  all  members  of  the  Council,  Pro- 
gressive-Socialists as  well  as  Municipal  Reformers, 
agreed  tliat  the  only  effective  v/ay  of  doing  so  was  by 
building  several  new  schools  and  by  enlarging  several 
existing  schools,  to  replace  accommodation  which 
would  be  lost  b\'  writing  down  rooms  with  accom- 
modation for  more  than  a  roll  of  60  children. 

As  in  London  it  may  take  from  three  to  five  years 
to  secure  a  site  and  to  build  a  new  school  upon 
it,  obviously  it  was  impossible  for  the  L.C.C. 
to  meet  the  new  regulation  by  August  31,  1910, 
except  by  employing  such  undesirable  methods  as  re- 
organising whole  schools,  transferring  children  from 
class  to  class  and  from  school  to  school,  placing  classes 
in  halls,  having  two  classes  in  one  room,  hiring 
temporary  premises,  and  the  like. 

Therefore  on  June  8,  1910,  almost  three  months 
before  the  appointed  day,  the  L.C.C,  in  view  of  the 
Board's  promise  to  consider  difficult  cases,  wrote  to  the 
lioard  of  Education  and  asked  definitely  whether  it 
would  allow  the  oix-ration  of  the  new  regulation  to  be 
postponed  in  certain  schools  until  the  new  school 
buildings  were  i)rovided. 


The  Board  did  not  answer  this  letter  foi'  more  than 
three  months.  It  waited  until  September  IT,  after  the 
appointed  day  had  passed,  and  then  said  that  it  would 
not  allow  the  L.C.C.  to  postpone,  and  that  it  would 
inflict  a  fine  upon  the  Council,  not  because  the  latter 
had  negSested  to  provide  new  schools,  but  because  the 
L.C.O.  had  not  employed  such  undesirable  methods  as 
mentioned  above  as  a  temporary  measure. 

These  undesirable  methods  could  have  been  effected 
within  a  few  days  if  the  Board  had  replied  at  once  to 
the  L.C.C.'s  letter  of  June  8,  1910.  Was  it  not  a 
contemptible  action  on  the  part  of  the  Board  of  Edu- 
cation to  delay  its  reply  for  three  months  until  the 
appointed  day  had  passed,  and  then  to  inflict  a  fine 
because  the  L.C.C.  had  not  taken  these  temporary 
measures? 

The  infliction  of  the  fine  on  London  was  an  act  of 
gross  injustice,  for  the  L.C.C.  had  in  its  schools  a 
much  more  generous  system  of  stafiing  than  any  other 
large  education  authority  in  the  country.  It  was 
actually  employing  a  far  larger  number  of  teachers 
than  was  required  by  the  Board's  new  regulation.  It 
was  only  on  account  of  a  purely  technical  difference 
in  their  distribution  that  the  new  regulation  was 
infringed  by  the  Council. 

The  total  average  roll  in  all  the  L.C.C.  and  non- 
provided  schools  in  London  in  the  year  1909-10  was 
729,373.  It  will  therefore  be  seen,  by  dividing  this 
number  by  60,  that  the  Council  could  have  more  than 
carried  out  the  Board's  new  regulation  with  13,000 
certificated  teachers. 

It  will  scarcely  be  believed  that  at  that  period  the 
Council  had  no  less  than  19,755  teachers  and  instructors 
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working   in    the   schools.      This   number   was   made   up 
as  follows :  — 

Head  teachers 2,310 

Assistant  teachers  (of  whom  14,318  were 

certificated)                 ...           ...           ...  15,218 

Pupil  teachers  and  student  teachers        ...  1,194 

JNIetalwork  and  woodwork  instructors   ...  377 

Domestic  economy  instructresses            ...  398 

Art  teachers      ...           ...           ...           ...  99 

Science  teachers             ...            ...            ...  103 

Language  teachers        ...           ...           ...  20 

Swimming  teachers        ...            ...            ...  36 

Grand  total      19,755 

Why,  then,  was  the  Council  fined?  Remember  that 
although  the  Board's  new  regulation  could  have  been 
carried  out  with  13,000  teachers,  there  were  actually 
19,755  teachers  and  instructors  employed  in  the  schools. 

Perhaps  the  best  method  of  explaining  the  alleged 
reason  for  the  fine  will  be  to  take  a  concrete  case  by 
way  of  illustration.  In  order  to  put  the  position  as 
strongly  as  possible  against  the  Council,  it  will  be  well 
to  imagine  a  school  consisting  of  a  hall  and  six  rooms, 
in  each  of  which  the  Board's  regulation  was  infringed. 
Such  would  be  the  case  if  each  room  had  an  accom- 
modation of  ()0.  Each  class  then  might  have  60 
children  on  the  roll,  the  average  attendance  in  each 
teing  GO.  The  staff  for  this  school  would  be  a  head 
teacher,  six  assistant  teachers,  and  one  student  teacher, 
both  the  head  teacher  and  student  teacher  being  left 
free  from  a  class  in  order  to  assist  where  wanted. 
Moreover,  many  of  the  children  would  go  both  to 
manual  centres  and  swimming  centres  at  least  once  a 
week. 

Now,  if  each  class  had  been  reduced  to  60  on  the 
roll,  and  the  36  children  in  excess  placed  in  the  hall 
under  the  head  teacher,  the  new  regulation  of  the  Board 
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would  have  been  fulfilled.  But  to  give  effect  to  this 
it  would  have  been  necessary  to  disturb  the  whole 
school,  moving  children  from  class  to  class,  in  order  to 
rearrange  the  children  in  seven  classes.  Moreover,  by 
placing  a  class  in  the  hall,  the  effective  use  of  the 
latter  would  be  sf>oiled. 

m 

In  order  to  avoid  disturbing  the  whole  school  from 
top  to  bottom,  and  in  order  to  retain  a  really  effective 
use  of  the  hall,  the  Council  asked  to  be  allowed  to 
retain  the  large  classes,  until  they  were  able  to  provide 
new  school  buildings  to  accommodate  the  excess  of 
children.  This  would  have  left  the  hall  free  for  every 
class  in  the  school,  and  the  head  teacher  and  the  student 
teacher  would  have  been  free  to  assist  any  class  when 
wanted. 

The  Council,  therefore,  actually  had  more  than 
sufficient  staff  in  the  schools,  but  its  distribution  in 
certain  schools  was  not  strictly  in  accordance  with  the 
Board's  regulation,  although  most  educationists  would 
agree  that  the  distribution  proposed  by  the  Council  was 
much  more  effective  educationally  than  all  the  changes 
throughout  the  school  and  the  restricted  use  of  the  hall 
necessitated  by  the  immediate  application  of  the  Board's 
Article  14. 

Furthermore,  it  must  not  be  supposed  that  all  the 
•classes  in  the  London  schools  had  more  than  60  on  the 
roll.  The  example  given  above  was  an  imaginary, 
exceptional  case.  From  a  return  prepared  for  the  week 
ended  September  23,  1910,  it  appeared  that  in  all  the 
elementary  schools  maintained  by  the  Council  in 
London,  there  were  15,168  classes.  More  than  13,000, 
of  these  had  rolls  not  exceeding  60.  The  actual 
number  of  classes  with  rolls  above  60  was  1,982. 

Again,  it  must  not  be  supposed  that  all  the  13,000 
classes  had  rolls  approaching  60.     Most  of  them  were 
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well   below   that   number,    as   the   following   table    will' 
show :  — 


Number  of  Classes 

with  a  Roll  of                ^      . 

I  otal 

20  and  below 

21-30 

31-40 

41-60^51-60   Over  60 

152 

655 

2,626 

4,706  15,047  |    1,982       15,168 

Of  the  1,982  classes  with  rolls  over  60,  there  were 
402  with  rolls  of  61,  341  of  62,  286  of  63,  232  of 
64,  154  of  65,  and  567  of  66  or  more. 

These  figures  will  j^robably  surprise  those  un- 
familiar with  the  work  of  London  Education,  for  so 
many  exaggerated  statements  have  been  made  by  the 
Progressive- Socialists  with  regard  to  the  fine,  that  the 
man  in  the  street  has  been  led  to  believe  that  every 
class  in  a  London  school  had  a  roll  far  in  excess  of 
60.  The  fact  that  such  a  large  proportion  of  the 
classes  had  rolls  not  even  exceeding  50  serves  only 
to  emphasise  the  gross  injustice  of  the  Board  ia 
inflicting  a  fine. 

More  convincing  still  is  the  average  roll  per  teacher, 
including  only  head  teachers  and  assistant  teachers, 
which  works  out  at  41 '6.  This  can  easily  be  tested  by 
dividing  the  average  roll  729,373  by  17,528,  the 
number  of  teachers. 

Finally,  an  interesting  comment  upon  the  £10,000 
fine  may  be  drawn  from  the  recent  agreement  arrived 
at  with  the  Board  of  Education  for  reducing  all  classes 
in  London  elementary  schools  to  40  in  senior  depart- 
ments and  48  in  infants'  departments  within  15  years. 

In  1910,  the  Board  of  Education  was  asked  by  the 
London  County  Council,  owing  to  the  enormous  size  of 
London  and  the  difficulty  of  providing  new  school 
accommodation  rapidly,  to  postpone  the  operation  of  its 
new  regulation  as  to  the  size  of  classes  with  regard  to 
certain   schools,    until    the    new    school    accommodation 
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could  be  provided.     The  answer  to  this  request  was  a 
fine  of  £10,000. 

In  1912,  the  Board  of  Education,  recognising  the 
enormous  size  of  London,  and  the  great  difficulty  of 
dealing  with  it  as  one  whole  in  the  provision  of  new 
school  accommodation,  has  sanctioned  a  scheme  for 
reducing  the  size  of  classes  to  40  in  senior  departments 
and  48  in  infants"  departments  within  a  period  of 
15  years,  taking  London  district  by  district,  and  has 
definitely  agreed  within  that  period  of  15  yearsi  whilst 
the  scheme  is  proceeding,  to  free  London  from  the 
operation  of  any  new  regulation  with  regard  to  the 
size  of  classes  which  may  be  put  in  the  Code. 

In  other  words,  the  Board  of  Education  agrees  in 
1912  to  the  principle  for  which  Council  asked  in  1910, 
and  the  request  for  which  was  met  with  a  fine  of 
£10,000! 

How  can  this  extraordinary  difference  of  action  on 
the  part  of  the  Board  of  Education  be  accounted  for?. 
The  reply  is  very  simple.  Since  1910  there  has  been 
a, change  in  the  presidency  of  the  Board  of  Education. 

THREE    EASY    TESTS. 

Three  valuable   tests  can  be  applied  to  prove  the 
excellence    of    the    Municipal    Reformers'    five    years' 
record  of  work  for  educational  progress  in  London  :^ — 
(1)    The   total  average   roll   of  all  the   elementary 
schools    within    the    London    area    for    this    year 
is    727,252,   the   total  average  attendance   being 
652,586.     Despite  this  huge  number  of  children 
to   be    dealt    with,   a   large    proportion   of   whom 
are  migrator)'  in  character^  according  to  the  latest 
return,   dated  Jime    19,    1912,  not  one  child  pi 
coinptdsoi  y   school  age  is  out  of  school  in  the 
wJiole    of    London    owing    to    want    of    accom- 
modation. 
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(2)  When  the  Education  estimates  for  the  current 
year  were  before  the  Council  on  May  21,  1912, 
7iol  one  amend fnetit  7uas  tabbed  by  the  Pro- 
gressive-Socialist Party  on  the  printed  agenda 
paper  prior  to  the  meeting.  It  must  be  re- 
membered that  an  interval  of  several  weeks 
elapses  between  the  time  fixed  for  the  considera- 
tion of  these  estimates  by  the  Education 
Committee  and  by  the  Council.  This  affords  the 
Opposition  ample  opportunity  for  examining 
every  detail  from  every  point  of  view.  When 
the  estimates  were  debated  at  the  Council,  only 
one  substantial  amendment  was  moved,  an 
amendment  to  increase  the  expenditure  on 
medical  treatment  by  £5,000.  To  appreciate  the 
importance  of  this  point,  it  will  be  well  to  explain 
that  the  total  amount  of  the  capital  estimates 
was  £750,000,  and  the  total  amount  of  the 
maintenance  estimates  £5,015,335,  the  latter  in- 
cluding no  less  than  71  separate  votes,  invoh'ing 
every  point  of  policy  underlying  the  whole  of 
London  Education  work.  Yet,  as  stated  above, 
only  one  substantial  amendment  was  moved 
against  them.  In  a  total  i?iaintenance  expendi- 
ture exceeding  £5,000,000,  the  Progressive- 
Socialist  Party  could  only  criticise  to  the  extent 
of  £5,000!  Could  a  better  witness  be  found 
to  the  sterling  worth  of  the  educational  policy 
of  the  Municipal  Reformers? 

(3)  All  the  remarkable  developments  of  lulucation 
work  in  London  during  the  last  five  years  have 
been  carried  out  really  at  a  great  saving  to  the 
London  ratepayers.  It  is  true  that  since  the 
year  1907  the  Education  rate  has  increased  by 
2.|d.,  1)ut  tiiis  has  been  due  almost  entirely  to 
increments  in  salaries  of  teachers  resulting  from 
the   salary    scheme   carried   by   the    Progressive*- 
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Socialists    in    1905.      The   main   increases   since 

1007  are  as  follows:  — 

Salaries    of    teachers    (including 
teachers  of  special  subjects  and 
all  instructors)  ...  ...    £429,000 

IMeals  for  necessitous  children...  94,000 
Medical  inspection  and  treatment  55,000 
Superannuation*  ...  ...         74,000 


Total  ...    £652,000 

This  total  increase,  allowing  for  a  possible  new 
grant  of  £20,000  from  the  Board  of  Education  for 
medical  treatment,  represents  a  rate  of  nearly  3|d.  in 
the  £.  Yet  the  annual  increase  has  been  only  2^d. 
In  otlier  words,  the  business-like  administration  of  the 
Municipal  Reformers,  as  far  as  Education  is  concerned, 
has  resulted  in  the  saving  of  an  equivalent  of  more  than 
a  penny  rate. 

More   Radical   Testimony, 

That  the  educational  work  of  the  Municipal 
Reform  Party  on  the  London  County  Council  has  been 
highly  successful  is  admitted  by  political  opponents 
whose  eyes  are  not  wholly  blinded  by  party  prejudice. 

Speaking  at  Poplar  Town  Hall  on  October  31 
last,  Mr.  Sidney  Buxton,  the  present  Radical-Pro- 
gressive l^resident  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  stated:  — 

"Ttie  London  County  Council  had  tfone  its  educational 
work  in  a  most  thorough  and  enlightened  way.  All 
who  took  any  interest  in  London  education  were  deeply 
grateful  to  the  London  County  Council  for  the  broad  view 
they  had  taken  In  their  duties  and  the  enlightened  way 
they  had  carried  them  out" 

{The  Times,  November   1,   1912.) 


*  Since  this  was  written  the  Board  of  Education  has  improved 
its  superannuation  scheme.  This  will  reduce  L.C.C.  expenditure 
under  this  heading  by  about  £10,000.  The  excellent  complementary 
superannuation  sclieme  carried  by  the  Municipal  Reformers  for  the 
London  teachers  has  obviously  prompted  the  Government  to  do 
something-  for  trachevs  all  over  the  country. 
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APPENDIX. 


So  many  gross  inisreprcsentation.->  havi;  been  made  with 
regard  to  the  provision  of  Elementary  School  accommoda- 
tion, that  some  electors  have  been  led  to  believe  that  no  new 
schools  have  been  opened,  and  that  no  Elementary  Schools 
have  been  enlarged  since  the  Municipal  Reformers  came 
into  power.  The  following  lists  of  new  Elementary  Schools 
opened,  and  enlargements  of  schools  completed  since  March, 
1907,  with  names  of  schools,  electoral  divisions  in  which  they 
are  situated,  the  number  of  new  school  places  provided, 
and  the  actual  dates  of  opening,  should  therefore  prove 
serviceable  : — 

New    Elemeniary    Schools    Opened  since 
March.  1907. 


Division. 


Stepney    

Rotherhithe     ... 
Wandsworth    ... 
Wandsworth    ... 
Kennington 
Wandsworth    .. 
Wandsworth    ... 

Fulham     

Haggerslon 

Wands^^'orth  ... 
Wandsworth    .. 

Stepnev    

Rotherhithe     ... 

Brixtcn     

Islington,  S,     ... 

Poplar       

St.  Pancras,  E.  . 
Whitechapel  ... 
Wandsworth  ... 
Hackney.  S.     ... 

Islington,  J-^.  ... 
St.    ueorge's-in- 

the-East 
St.  Pancras,  E.  . 
Bethnal  Green, 

N.E. 
Lewisham 


Name  of  School. 


Senrab  Street 

Magdalen  Street  ... 
Selincourt  Road  ... 
Franciscan  Road    ... 

Lawn  Lane      

Mitcham  Lane 
Fountain   Road 
Finlay  vStreet  ... 
Laburnum  Street    ... 

Riversdale       

Hotham  Road 
Redman's  Road 
The  Redriff    ...      ... 

The  Reay        

Barnsbury  Park 

Dingle  Lane    

Stanley  Central 
Buxton  Street 
Hithcrficld  Road    ... 
Lauriston  Road  Cen- 
tral 
Shelburne  Road 
Fairclough  Street... 

Torriano  Avenue  ... 
Morp<-th  St.  Central 

Manor  Lane    


Accommo- 
dation. 


S62 

324. 

1,140 

801 

S3G 

Lll»> 

1,098 

354 

840 

1,11(5 
G12 

S40 
585 
304 
500 
740 
440 
GOO 
370 
■A20 

4;)5 
1)H8 

(i45 
300 

.^17 


Date 
C~)pened. 

April,  1907 
May,  1907 
May,  1907 
Ian.,  1908 
Mar.,  1908 
June,  1908 
Aug..  1908 
Aug.,  1908 
Oct.  and 
Nov.,  1908 
f  une,  1909 
June,  1909 
Aug.,  1909 
April.1910 
.\ug.,1910 
Aug..  1910 
Aug.,1910 
Aug.,1910 
Aug.,1910 
Aug.,1910 
Aug.,1910 

Aug.,1910 
Sep.,  1910 

Xov.,1910 
X.n-.,1910 

Jan.  and 
r-Vh.,  1911 
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Division. 

Name  of  School. 

Accommo- 

Date 

dation. 

Opened. 

Kensington,  N.  . 

St.Mark's  Road  Cen- 
tral 

304 

Jan.,  1911 

St.  Pancras,  W. 

Haverstock  Hill  Cen- 
tral 

480 

Jan.,  1911 

Greenwich 

Sherrington      Road 

500 

April  and 

Central 

Aug., 1911 

Hoxton     

Hoxton  House 

623 

Aug.,  19 11 

Bow  &  Bromley 

Malmesbury    Road 

Central 

408 

Aug.,1912 

Hoxton      

Hoxton  Central 

410 

Aug., 1912 

Enlargements  of  Elementary 
March,  1907. 


Schools  since 


Division. 


Islington,  W.  , 
Wandsworth    ... 

Norwood 

Hackney,  S.  ... 
Hoxton  ..,  ...! 
Wandsworth  . . .  | 
St.  Pancras,  N.  . 

Stepney    

Hammersmith... 

Fulham     

Wandsworth  ...| 
St.  Pancras,  N.  . 
Camberwell,  N. 
Woolwich  ...' 
^  Paddington,  N.  . 
Islington,  E.    ... 

Deptford 

Marylebone,E.  . 
Paddington,  N.  . 

Islington,  S.    ... ' 
St.   George's-in- 

the-East 
Limehouse 

Hoxton     

St.  Pancras,  E.  . 
Hackney,  S.     ... 

Brixton     

Newington,W.  . 
Limehouse 


No.  of  places 
added. 


Hungerford  Road  ...  398 

Franciscan  Road    ..  288 

Rosendale  Road     ...j  390 

Rushmore  Road     ...j  330 

Napier  Street '  209 

Broadwater  Road  ...  2.56 

Rhyl  Street     343 

Trafalgar  Scjuare  ...  325 

Addison  Gardens    ...  454 

William  Street       ..  335 

Small  wood  Road    ...I  121 

Mansfield  Road      ...  394 

Oliver  Goldsmith    ...  366 

Morgon  Park 250 

Essendine  Road     ...  413 

Canonbury  Road    ...  317 

Mantle  Road    50 

Barrow-hill  Road  ...  323 

Amberley  Road      ...  644 

Queen's  Head  Street  319 

Fairclough  Street  ...  128 

Thomas  Street        ...  SO 

Hoxton  House        ...  2.50 

Stanley  Central      ...  80 

Berkshire  Road      ...  275 

Cormont  Road        ...  384 

Faunce  Street 128 

Northey  Street       ...  38 


Date 
Opened. 


Jan.,  1908 
Feb..  1908 
April, 1908 
May,  1908 
June,  1908 
June.  1903 
July,  1908 
Aug..  1 908 
Aug., 1908 
Aug.,  1908 
Aug., 1908 
Jan.,  1910 
Jan.,  1910 
May,  1910 
Aug., 1910 
Aug., 1910 
Aug.,1910 
Sep.,  1910 
Nov.  and 
Dec,  1910 
Jan.,  1911 
May,  1911 

June,  1911 
Aug..lyll 
Nov.,1911 
June.  1912 
Aug.,1912 
Aug.,1912 
Oct.,  1912 


L.C.C.    TRAMWAYS. 


P  uiilici  particulars  in  regard  to  this  subject,  ending 
with  the  year  1909,  will  be  found  in  the  1910  Edition 
of  L.CX'.  J-'acis  and  .irgufnenls  (Vol.  I.,  pp.  81- 
190). 

L.C.C.    Tramways. 

The  following  is  a  statement  of  the  policy  of  the 
party  with  regard  to  Tramways  and  Traffic  as  sell 
forth  in  the  Municipal  l\cf(jrni  Manifesto  dated 
December  -1,  lUOG,  and  issued  some  three  months 
before  the  Elections  which  lirst  gave  the  Reformers  a 
majority  on  the  L.C.C. 

The  Municipal  Reform  Party  "  will  feel  bound 
to  contniue  the  policy  which  has  been  adopted  by  the 
Council,  of  working  the  tramways  itself,  but  they  will 
enforce  the  necessity  of  conducting  the  business  on 
sound  financial  principles,  with  ample  provision  for 
renewals  and  reserve  funds,  and  for  a  reasonable  con- 
tribution from  the  tramway  account  towards  the  cost 
of  street  widening  for  tramway  purposes.  It  will  be 
their  aim  to  imi)rove  llie  means  of  locomotion  and 
transport  in  London  and  its  suburbs.      With  this  object, 

j  they  w'ill  urge  the  immediate  appointment  of  a  Trafiic 
Board,  as  recommended  by  the  Royal  Commission,  in 
order    iha'    there    may    be    a    regular    and    syslematid 

I     ex;jjn Hal  loi)     and    contr<jJ     (jf    municipal    and     private 
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schemes,  leading  to  the  gradual  adoption  of  a 
harmonious  plan  of  traffic  for  the  entire  area  of 
Greater  London." 

The  lapse  of  upwards  of  six  years  amply  demon- 
strates both  that  the  Municipal  Reform  Party  have 
given  effect  to  their  declared  policy,  and  also  how 
baseless  were  the  statements  made  by  the  Progressive- 
Socialist  Party  on  this  as  on  other  subjects  which 
come  within  the  purview  of  the  Council  at  the  time 
of  the  1907  L.C.C.  Elections — statenicuts  which  as  we 
show  later  are  at  the  present  time  in  many  instances 
being  again  made  use  of  by  the  Progressive- Socialist 
seekers   after   office. 


Importance  of  the  L.C.C.  Tramwavs  System. 

The  importance  of  the  part  which  the  L.C.C. 
Tramways  have  come  to  play  in  the  e\cry-day  life  of 
London  may  be  roughly  gauged  fram  the  following 
facts.  On  March  31,  1912,  the  Tramways  system  in 
London  extended  over  a  total  length  of  14  64-  street 
miles,  in  which  arc  inckided  13"2|  miles  of 
electric  lines  and  L'jy  miles  of  horse  lines.  The 
whole  of  this  system  is  worked  by  the  Council, 
with  the  exception  of  approximately  3  miles.  In  the 
year  ended  March  31,  1904,  the  L.C.C.  trams 
carried  the  not  inconsiderable  number  of  164,818,560 
passengers.  For  the  year  1911,  the  number  of 
passengers  carried  liad  increased  to  ilie  enormous  total 
of  533,440,235;  that  is,  during  the  relatively  brief 
period  of  seven  years  the  number  had  more  than  trebled 
in  amount. 

On  November  27,  1912,  i.e.,  the  latest  date  for 
which  the  figures  are  as  yet  available,  the  total  length 
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of  L.C.C.  tram  line  (street  miles)  in  operation  amounted 
to  14r46,  consisting  of  13 3' 01  miles  Electric  Traction 
and  8"45  Horse  Traction.  As  compared  with  the 
corresponding  period  for  the  year  1911,  the  Electric 
Tramway  mileage  shows  an  increase  of  slightly  under 
5  miles,  whilst  the  Horse  Traction  mileage  shows  a 
decrease  of,  roughly,  4  miles. 

The  total  traffic  receipts  from  April  1  to 
November  27,  1912,  were  Electric  Traction  £1,483,215 
and  Horse  Traction  £44,236,  i.e.,  a  total  of 
£1,527,451. 

(See  Report  of  the  Highways  Committee,  L.C.C. 
Agenda  for  December   10,    1912,  p.    95.) 


Tramway  Development  under  the 
Reformers. 

In  the  year  1903-4,  the  Electric  Tramway  mileage 
amounted  to  19|-  miles.  In  the  year  1906-7,  when 
the  Progressives  were  ejected  from  office,  to  58| miles; 
whilst  on  March  31,  1912,  the  total  electric  mileage 
had  attained  to  132|^  miles.  On  this  latter  date,  the 
mileage  in  respect  of  horse  lines  totalled  13f  miles. 
The  whole  of  the  system  is  worked  by  the  Council 
with  the  exception  of  2|  miles  (partly  double  and 
partly  single  line)  of  track  in  Harrow  Road  and  a 
length  of  f  mile  (double  line)  in  Archway  Road, 
Highgate,  which  are  worked  by  the  Metropolitan 
Electric  Tramways,  Limited.  The  undertaking  com- 
prises the  lines  transferred  to  the  Council  from  various 
tramway  companies,  together  with  new  lines  constructed 
by  the  Council  itself. 

The  following  table  shows,  from  official  returns, 
the  actual  mileage  of  electric  and  horse  tramways  at 
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Electric. 

H  orse. 

58i 

58f 

68 

51 

8H 

43 

113 

20 

123 

17i 

132^ 

13| 

the  date  when  the  Reformers  first  came  into  office  as 
also  on  the  corresponding  date  in  subsequent  years:  — 

March  31. 

1907 

1908 

1909  ... 

1910 

1911 

1912 

{^Extracted  from  the  L.C.C.    Tramways  Accounts 
for  the  various  years.) 

At  the  present  time  the  Council  is  engaged  with 
the  completion  of  a?,  miles  of  the  tramway  system  which 
formerly  belonged  to  the  London  United  Company. 
By  the  end  of  the  financial  year  1912-13,  it  is 
anticipated  that,  with  the  exception  of  about  two  miles, 
the  whole  of  the  tramways  in  London  will  be  under 
tlie  control  of  the  L.C.C. 

In  face  of  these  figures  it  is  ridiculous  for  the 
Progressi\es  to  \-enture,  for  vote-catching  purposes,  to 
assert  thit  the  Reformers  have  "  starved  the  tramways." 
The  official  facts  show  that  the  Reformers  have  more 
than  doubled  the  mileage  of  electric  lines,  and  reduced 
by  nearly  50  the  mileage  of  horse  lines. 

1  his  has  been  accomplished  in  spite  of  the  very 
heav\  costs  of  widening  streets  for  tramways,  costs 
which  the  Prugressives  escaped  in  the  early  history  of 
the  electric  tramways,  when  they  laid  them  along  wide 
streei-v,  selecting  at  the  same  time  the  best-paying 
routes. 

During  their  first  two  years  of  electrification,  the 
Progressives  expended  £6,000  on  street  widenings. 
Subsequent    to    that    date    they    widened    the    following 
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streets  for  tramways,  without  charging  any  portion  of 
the  cost  to  tramways : — 

St.  John  Street,  Clerkenwell  ...           ...  £60,246 

Battersea   Rise             ...           ...           ...  £42,745 

Blackheath  Road,  Blackheath  Hill,  etc.  £15,176 

Kentish  Town  Road ...  £6,832 

Brixton  Road £7,351 

Merton  Road,  Wandsworth     ...           ...  £35,703 

Full  particulars  as  to  this  will  be  found  in  the 
Report  of  Messrs.  Peat  and  Pixley  of  March,  1908, 
reprinted  in  full  in  L.C.C.  Facts  and  Arguments, 
1910  Edition  (Vol.  I.,  pp.  101  to  118).  In  the  course 
of  their  Report,  Messrs.  Peat  and  Pixley  state:- 

"  Summarising  our  remarks,  therefore,  in  connection 
with  the  expenditure  on  Improvements  undertaken  or 
proposed     in     connection     with     Tramway     Schemes, 

referred  to  in  paragraphs  37  to  49,  we  find  the 
total  expenditure  up  to  March  31,  1907,  was 
£752,128  lis.  8d.;  of  this,  £190,999  6s.  Id.  has 
been  charged  to  Tramways  and  £173,690  7s.  Id.  has 
been  contributed  by  Local  Authorities,  the  remainder, 
viz.,  £387,438  18s.  6d.,  being  charged  to  Improve- 
ment Account.  A  substantial,  but  as  yet  un- 
ascertained, proportion  of  this  last  figure,  in  our 
opinion,  should  be  charged  to  Tramways  Capital 
Account. 

The  expenditure  on  'Improvements  for  the 
Purposes  of  General  Traffic,'  in  respect  of  which  we 
have  instanced  some  important  examples  in  paragraphs 
54  to  58  (of  which  we  think  there  is  no  doubt  that  a 
portion  of  the  cost  should  be  charged  to  the  Tramway 
enterprise),  amounted  at  March  31,  1907.  to 
£1,007,103  lis.  2d.,  the  Local  Authorities  con- 
cerned contributed  £142,982  Is.  Id.,  the  balance, 
£864.121  10s.  Id.,  being  charged  to  Improvement 
Account.  In  our  opinion  a  considerable,  but  as  yet 
unascertained,  proportion  of  this  latter  figure  should 
also  be  charged  to  Tramways  Capital  Account." 

As  against  this  system  practised  by  the  Progressives 
of  charging  up  against  other  accounts,  amounts  which 
should  rightly  have  been  debited  against  the  Tramways 
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undertaking,  the  Municipal  Reformers  have,  since  they 
came  into  office,  instituted  a  system  by  which  every 
case  rit  street  widenings  is  deak  with  on  its  merits, 
and  the  apportionment  of  costs  is  fixed  according  to 
the  relative  needs  of  Tramways,  the  County  and  the 
local  Council  in  the  road  in  respect  of  which  the 
widening  is  carried  out. 

Renewals  and   Reserves. 

Municipal    Reform    v.    Prog^ressive 
Administration. 

Not  only,  however,  did  the  Progressives,  during 
theii  tenure  of  office,  fail  to  debit  the  tramways  with 
their  proper  proportion  of  street  widening^,  but  they 
also  neglected  to  apply  the  proper  sum  out  of  revenue 
for  renewal  purposes.  Messrs.  Peat  and  Pixley  thus 
refer  to  the  question  of  Renewals  Reserve  Fund  in  their 
previously  quoted  report  of  March,  1908:  — 

"If   Id.   per. car  mile  had  been 

reserved    the    amount     which 

<jug]it  to  have  been  set  aside 

from      April      1,      1903,      to 

Marcli   31,    1907,  would  liave 

been  £182,636      0      0 

The  actual  amount  set  aside  was     105,000      0      0 

Hence  there  has  been  short 
charged  against  Revenue  to 
that  date,  the  sum  of  .  .     C77,636      0      0" 


Since  the  Reformers  have  been  in  office  they  have 
regularly  placed  to  a  separate  fund  two-thirds  of  a 
penny  per  car  mile  for  every  mile  run,  this  being  the 
anioum  uluch,  according  to  ihe  officials,  was  necessary 
for  r(  newal  purposes,  in  addition,  the  Reformers  have, 
during  their  tenure  of  office,  made  up  the  daficienoy 
on  the  part  of  the  Progressives,  in  regard  to  this 
matter  of   renewals. 
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On  March  31,  1912,  the  Renewals  Reserve  Fund 
amounted  to  £654,844.  In  addition,  it  must  be  borne 
in  mind  that  tlie  upkeep  of  the  cars  has  been  paid  for, 
during  the  Reformers'  period  of  office,  out  of  revenue, 
quite  apart  from  this  Reserve  Fund . 

It  was  on  June  23,  1908,  that  the  Council  first 
agreed  that  provision  should  be  made  for  renewals  in 
respect  of  the  Council's  electric  tramways  at  the  rate 
of  two-thirds  of  a  penny  per  car  mile  run,  subject  ta 
the  adequacy,  or  otherwise,  of  the  provision  on  this 
basis  being  reconsidered  at  the  end  of  five  years.  The 
Council  also,  at  the  same  time,  resolved  that  the  balance 
remaining  after  providing  for  renewals  on  the  basis 
referred  to,  should  be  carried  to  the  general  reserve 
fund  for  pro\vding  for   "  general  contingencies." 

To  these  resolutions,  effect  has  throughout  con- 
sistently been  given. 

In  respect  of  the  financial  year  1911-12,  the  sum 
of  £84,o51  was  transferred  from  the  Appropriation 
Account  to  the  General  Reserve  Fund,  as  compared 
with  a  sum  of  £103,497  so  transferred  during  the 
preceding  year   (/.<?.,   1910-11). 

(See    Report    of    the     Highways     Committee,    of 
June  20,   1912.) 


Progress  in   Electrification. 

Another  of  the  Progressive-Socialist  allegations  is 
that  the  Municipal  Reform  Party,  during  their  tenure 
of  office,  ]Ki\e  done  relatively  little  in  the  matter  of 
electrifying  the  tramway  lines.  The  following  table 
shows  that  not  only  is  there  no  valid  ground  for  this 
statement,  but  also  that  the  Reformers  have  done  far 
more  in  this  direction  than  did  their  predecessors 
whilst  in  office. 
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Number  of  Tramway  Miles   Electrified. 


Progressives'  first  year 
Progressives'  second  year 
Progressives'  third  year 
Progressives'  fourth  year 
Reformers'  first  year 
Reformers'  second  year 
Reformers'  third  year 
Reformers'  fourth  year 
Reformers'  fifth  year 


19}  miles. 

7^-  miles. 

I  miles. 
2 7  i- miles. 

0|  miles. 
I  Go  miles. 
28}  miles. 
10    miles. 

9',  miles. 


Construction  of  New  Tramway  Lines. 

Below  we  set  out  the  length  of  new  tramway  lines 
constructed  and  opened  in  each  of  the  last  12  years:  — 

Under  Progressive  Adfuinistrafion. 


fear  ending 

March  31. 

1901 

Mileage. 
Nil 

1902 

Nil 

1903 

Nil 

1904 

Nil 

1905 

■94  mile 

1906 

.       2' 9 8  miles 

1907 

7" 9 5  miles 

11*87  miles,  or  r69  milo  per  year. 


Under  jMunicipdl  Rrform  Ad ministralion. 
1908         ...       3-50  miles 


1909 
1  \)  1 0 
1911 
1912 


7'25  miles 

4' 7  5  miles 

9'0  miles 

00  miles 


5     miles,  or  over  6  nulcs  per  year 
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N.B. — The  power  to  make  new  lines  was  in  the 
hands  of  the  Council  in  1896  on  the  purchase  of  the 
northern  lines,  and  in  1900  on  the  purchase  of  the 
southern  lines. 


Statement   as   to    Receipts,    Passengers 
Carried,  Etc. 

The  following  table  shows  the  tota!  receipts, 
passengers  carried  and  mileage  run  for  the  years 
1905-6  to  1911-12.  The  enormous  increase  which 
these  figures  disclose,  disproves  entirely  the  Progressive- 
Socialist  assertion  that  the  Municipal  Reformers  are 
opposed  to  the  extension  of  the  L.C.C.  tramways,  and 
have  throughout  tried  to  encourage  other  forms  of 
locomotion  at  the  expense  of  the  Council's  tramways.* 


1905-6. 

1906-7. 

1907-8. 

1908-9. 

Total  receipts 
Passengers  carried    ... 
Mileage 

£ 
782,210 

183,512,421 

15,578,793 

■"£     """ 

314,227,(090 
30,130,297 

£ 
'    1,663,031 

372,515,754 

35,561,189 

£ 
1,847,451 

412,913,841 

39,119,472 

1909-10. 

1910-11.         1911-12. 

Total  receipts 

Passengers  carried  ... 

Mileage         

£ 
2,023,004 

451,429,216 

43,160,18 

£ 
2,232,818 

504,715,326 

48,101,570 

2,356,181 
535:44«;235 
50,457,81 

^^ 


(^Extracted  from  the  L.C.C.   Tra?mvays  Accounts 
for  the  years   specified .) 

From  the  foregoing  table,  it  will  be  noticed  that 
the  annual  number  of  passengers  carried  has,  since 
the  Municipal  Reformers  came  into  office,  increased 
by   no   less   than    219,213,145,    that   is,   by   69 '8    per 


*  See  Sir  John  Benn's  statement  in  the  Council  as  recently  as  ]\xm  25, 
1912  {London  Municipal  Notes  for  July,  1912,  p.  73). 
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oent.  The  number  of  passengers  carried  for  the 
linancial  year  ended  March,  1913,  will,  there  is  good 
reason  for  believing,  show  an  increase  of  not  far  short 
of  100  per  cent,  as  contrasted  with  the  corresponding 
figure  for  the  last  year  of  Progressive  administration, 
viz.,   1906-7. 


Tramways    Capital    Expenditure. 

In  the  following  table,  a  comparison  is  given  of 
the  capital  expenditure  on  the  electrification  and  con- 
struction of  tramways    under  the  two  parties. 


Under  Progressi\ 

1902-3 
1903-4 
1904-5 
1905-0 
1906-7 


c  rule  the  figures  are — 

£722,000 
£812,000 
£793,000 
£780,000 
£2,064,000 

Under  Municipal  Reform  rule — 

U'07-8  £1,468,000 

UJ08-9  £1,069,000 

1909-10  £1,226,000 

1910-11  £909,000 

1911-12  £574,811 

(See  L.C.C .  Tratmoays  Accounts  for  years  specified.) 

The  foregoing  figures  show  an  average  annual 
capital  expenditure  for  the  last  five  years  of  Pro- 
gressive-Socialist rule  of  C  1,034,200,  as  contrasted 
with  an  average  annual  capital  expenditure  for  the 
'C^xKt  years  1907-12,  under  Municipal  Reform,  of 
£],049,3(>2.  These  figures,  accordingly,  disprove  con- 
clusively the  Progressive  contention  that  the  period  of 
Municipal  Reform  administration  has  been  marked  by 
hostility  to  the  extension  of  the  Council's  tramway 
system. 
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The  total  capital  expenditure  on  the  Tramways 
undertaking  up  to  March  31,  1912,  amounted  to 
£12,193,648,  of  which  £574,811  represents  expendi- 
ture during  the  year  1911-12. 

The  total  sum  provided  for  redemption  of  debt  up 
to    the  same   date   amounted    to    £2,079,518     out  of 

revenue,  and  £343,521  from  the  proceeds  of  sales  of 
horses,  old  materials,  etc.  The  net  debt  on  March  31, 
1912,  after  deducting  £112,358  in  respect  of  the 
value  of  surplus  land,  was  therefore.  £9,658,250. 


Net  Tramways  Debt. 

The  following  table  gives  the  net  amount  of  the 
debt  in  regard  to  L.C.C.  Tramways  for  the  past 
1 1   years :  — 


Year. 

Net   Debt. 

1900-1 

£1,642,345 

1901-2 

£1,592,661 

1902-3 

£2,264,651 

1903-4 

£2,923,706 

1904-5 

£3,601,924 

1905-6 

£4,239,801 

1906-7 

£6,108,906 

1907-8 

£7,262,140 

1908-9 

£8,043,139 

1909-10 

£8,899,099 

1910-11 

£9,465,500 

1911-12 

//7i'c       irr 

£9,658,250 

28.) 


Increase    in    Reserve    Funds. 

The  greatly  improved  position  of  the  Reserve  Funds 
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since  the  Reformers  came  into  office,  will  be  seen  from 
the  following  t^ble:  — 


Year  ending 

Balance  of 

Debt  at  end 

of  year. 

Renewals 
Fund. 

General 

Reserve 

Fund. 

Total 
Reserve. 

March,  1907  ... 

6,133,564 

£ 

141,855 

£ 

£ 

141,855 

March,  1908  ... 

7,330,698 

158,622 

34.634 

193,256 

March,  1909  ... 

8,126,697 

264,837 

35,270 

300,107 

March,  1910  ... 

9,017,507 

395,022 

70,752 

465,774 

March,  1911  ... 

9,579,958 

527,264 

176,845 

704,109 

March,  1912  ... 

9,658,250 

654,844 

265,557 

920,401 

{Extracted  from  the  L.C.C.  Tra??iways  Accounts.) 

From  the  above,  it  v/ill  be  observed  that  the  total 
Reserve  Funds  have  increased  in  the  comparatively- 
short  period  of  five  years  by  an  amount  of  no  less 
than  £778,546.  This  amount  represents  the  sum 
which  has  been  added  to  the  Reserves  under  ^Municipal 
Reform  rule,  and  affords  a  striking  contrast  to  the 
total  sum  set  aside  to  Reserve  under  Progressive  rule. 


Tramway   Pi'ofits  in   Relief  of  Rates. 

The  profits  applied  to  relief  of  the  rates  by  the 
L.C.C.  from  tramway  balances,  were  during  the  under- 
mentioned years  officially  stated  to  be  as  follows:  — 

1897-8  £49,000 

1898-9  — 

1899-1900  £110,592 

1900-01  £69,000 

1901-02  £45,000 

1902-03  £20,000 

1903-04  Nil. 

1904-05  Nil. 

1905-OG  ,      Nil. 

1906-07  Nil. 
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The  Municipal  Reformers  since  they  have  been  in 
office  have  made  no  attempt  to  divert  the  surpluses  to 
the  relief  of  rates,  but  have  used  them  to  build  up  the 
Reserve  Funds  shown  ito  be  necessary  by  the  commercial 
audit  of  the  accounts.  The  amounts  of  these  Reserve 
Funds  for  the  various  years  are  set  forth  in  the  table 
on  page  76. 


It  will  be  remembered  that  Mr.  Sidney  Webb, 
formerly  one  of  the  leading  Progressive- Socialist 
members  of  the  Council,  in  the  pamphlet  written  by 
him  in  connection  with  the  L.C.C.  Elections  of  1898, 
stated  that  within  a  short  time  the  L.C.C.  tramways 
would  "  yield  the  ratepayers  at  least  od.  in  the  pound," 
an  amount  equivalent  at  the  time  to  about  £462,000 
per  annum.  Further,  it  will  be  recollected  that  a 
Progressive  leaflet  issued  at  the  time  of  the  1901 
L.C.C.  Elections,  promised  that  the  Progressive  Tram- 
ways would  produce  "  in  a  few  years'  time  a  million 
pounds  profit  for  the  rates  which  might  be  spent  in 
parks,  housing,  etc."  Up  till  now,  the  L.C.C.  tram- 
ways have  directly  yielded  £293,000  towards  the  relief 
of  the  rates,  and  nearly  the  whole  of  that  amount 
has  been  obtained  through  the  leasing  of  the  northern 
lines.  In  spite  of  Progressive-Socialist  promises,  not 
one  penny  piece  has  been  forthcoming  towards  the 
direct  relief  of  the  rates  from  the  tramway  undertaking 
since  1903.  It  will  need  the  utmost  care  and  business 
ability  to  evade  a  loss  to  the  ratepayers  of  many 
millions  of  money,  for  the  progress  of  invention  and 
discovery  inevitably  means  for  the  electric  tramways 
further  comxpetition.  Whilst  at  no  previous  period  in 
their  history  have  they  had  to  encounter  more  severe 
rivalry  than  that  to  which  the  London  traffic  combine 
is  now  subjecting  them. 
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Statement  as  to  the  comparative  cost  of  the 
different  Electric  Tramway  Systems.  —The  Conduit 
System  costs  approximately  .Ul 7,000  to  £18,000  per 
mile  of  single  line,  whilst  the  cost  of  the  (j.  B.  System 
is  .C10,.">00  i)cr  mile;  and  of  the  Overhead  construction 
only  £9,000  per  mile,  single  track.  The  price 
necessarily  varies  slightly  owing  to  different  causes 
and  depends  partially  on  the  amount  of  alterations 
necessary  to  pipes  and  other  underground  works  and 
bridges. 


A  New  Tramway  Experiment.— The  L.C.C.  being 
face  to  face  with  serious  traffic  competition,  is  naturally 
desirous  of  trying  a  form  of  traction  which  will  dis- 
pense with  the  necessity  of  either  constructing  a 
conduit  or  of  erecting  the  trolley  system.  The  attention 
of  the  Highways  Committee  has  recently  been  drawn 
to  the  working  of  vehicles  by  means  of  an  internal 
combustion  engine,  directly  coupled  to  an  electric 
generator,  driving  through  motors  with  electric  control. 
This  engine  has  been  successfully  used  in  several 
places,  and  the  Committee,  shortly  prior  to  the  summer 
recess  of  1912,  considered  it  desirable  to  adapt  it  to 
three  of  the  existing  horse  cars  to  see  if  it  would  be 
of  use  in  London.  If  this  method  ]3rovcs  successful, 
the  prolDlem  of  the  cost  of  London  tramways  will  be 
largely  solved,  as  the  huge  debt  charges  caused  through 
the  ad()j)tion  of  the  conduit  and  trolley  systems 
impose  heavy  charges  on  tlic  annual  receipts. 


The  following  table  gives  a  comprehensive  idea  as 
to  the  financial  condition  of  the  L.C.C.  Tramways 
for  the  jjast    18   years. 
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The  Report  of  the  Highways  Committee,  dated 
June  20,  1912,  which  contains  the  Accounts  for  the 
L.C.C.  Tramways  for  the  year  1911-12,  is  set  out  at 
length  in  London  Municipal  Notes  for  July,  1912 
(page  19,  et  seq.);  whilst  the  Accounts  for  the  pre- 
ceding year,  1910-11,  are  published  in  London 
'Municipal  Notes  iox  October,  1911   (page  93  et  seq.). 

A  succinct  account  as  to  the  financial  position  of 
the  L.C.C.  Trams  for  the  latest  financial  year,  together 
with  particulars  as  to  the  programme  for  the  year 
1912-13,  is  contained  in  the  speech  of  Mr.  W.  J. 
Squires,  Chairman  of  the  Highways  Committee, 
delivered  in  the  Council  on  June  25  last,  of  which  a 
full  report  appears  in  Londoji  Municipal  Notes  for 
July,  1912  (page  61,  et  seq.).  To  this  reference 
should  be  made. 

L.C.C.   Tramways    Service   and    the 
Coa!    Strike. 

One  of  the  Progressive-Socialist  electioneering 
canards  takes, the  form  of  asserting  that  the  Municipal 
Reformers  utilised  the  occasion  of  the  recent  Coal 
Strike,  which  took  place  during  the  spring  of  1912, 
to  restrict  their  Tramway  Service,  and  since  the  con- 
clusion of  that  strike  have  not  resumed  the  service  to 
the  full  extent.  The  true  facts  of  the  case  are,  as 
stated  by  Mr.  W.  J.  Squires,  Chairman  of  the  High- 
ways Committee,  on  July  2,  1912,  in  reply  to  a  question 
in  the  Council,  that  "  Since  the  coal  strike,  several 
of  the  services  have  undergone  revision,  but  the  total 
service  is  greater  than  prior  to  the  coal  str'slie." 

Attention  is  also  directed  to  the  following  state- 
ment which  appeared  in  The  Daily  News  of  April  16, 
1912:  — 

"Mr.  H.  H.  Cordon,  one  of  the  representatives  of 
Whitechapel  on  ^he  L.C.C,  a  member  of  the  Highways 
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Committee,  and    an  expert  on  tramway  electrification 

seen  by  a  Daily  N eivs  representative  yesterday,  said 
he  thought  the  Council  could  restore  the  full  services 
immediately  if  it  so  desired.  '  But  I  am  not  sure,' 
he  continued,  '  that  it  is  desirable  to  do  so.  The 
returns  for  the  restricted  service  show  an  increase  per 
car  mile,  as  well  as  in  bulk,  which  means  that  the 
tramway  service  was  previously  running  too  many  car 
miies,  in  other  words,  too  many  trams. 

"  '  Purely  from  the  financial  point  of  view  I  cannot 
think  any  damage  has  been  done  to  the  tramways  by 
the  restricted  service.  I  don't  think  there  is  any  truth 
in  the  statement,'  said  Mr.  Gordon,  '  that  the  passengers 
are  deserting  the  tram  for  the  motor-'bus.  The 
restriction  in  service  which  has  taken  place  has  only 
been  during  the  middle,  and  therefore  the  slackest, 
hours  of  the  day.  The  fact  is,  we  were  running  too 
many  cars,  and,  just  as  on  the  railways,  you  will  never 
have  again  the  service  you  had  prior  to  the  coal 
strike.  The  tram  service  will  be  curtailed  until  the 
increase  in  the  number  of  passengers  justifies  an 
alteration.'  "      "' 

The  foregoing  statement,  emanating  as  it  does  from 
a  prominent  Progressive  member  of  the  Council,  should 
go  far  to  silence  Progressive- Socialist  misstatements 
on  this  subject. 


Motor   'Bus   Competition. 

Considerable  agitation  has  arisen  among  London 
Municipal  Authorities  regarding  the  condition  and 
prospects  of  the  L.C.C.  Tramways.  In  the  first  place, 
the  rival  competition  of  tubes  and  omnibuses  is  so 
strong  tliat  a  serious  diminution  in  tramway  receipts  is 
more  tlrin  likely.  in  May,  1905,  Sir  John  Benn 
declared  at  the  County  Council  that  "the  motor-'bus 
was  a  useful  vehicle  and  had  a  great  future  before 
it,  but  it  would  be  a  feeder,  not  a  competitor  with 
electric  tramcars."  Recent  improvements  in  manu- 
facture, and  a  heavy  fall  in  the  running  costs,  enables 
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motor- 'buses  to  give  cheaper  fares  and  a  quicker 
journey  than  can  the  L.C.C.  trams_,  which,  owing  to 
the  fact  that  they  run  on  a  fixed  track,  are  compelled 
to  travel  slowly  through  the  crowded  streets.  Some 
twelve  millions  of  the  ratepayers'  money  have  been 
sunk  in  these  Progressive  tramways,  and  it  has  been 
left  to  the  Municipal  Reform  Party  to  make  the  best 
of  what  at  the  present  time  looks  like  an  unprofitable 
undertaking.  Though  the  L.C.C.  tramways  may,  by 
careful  management,  just  pay  their  way,  there  will,  in 
all  probability,  never  be  any  profits  in  relief  of  the 
rates. 

Apropos  of  this,  it  is  worth  noting  that,  in  reply 
to  a  question,  Mr.  McKenna,  the  Home  Secretary, 
stated  in  the  House  of  Commons,  on  July  10,  1912, 
that  the  total  number  of  passengers  carried  during  the 
year  1911  by  tramcars  in  the  Metropolitan  area  was 
approximately  746,000,000,  and  that  the  total  number 
carried  by  motor- 'buses  amounted  approximately  to 
595,000,000. 

In  the  House  of  Commons,  on  December  4,  1912, 
Mr.  F.  Hall  (U.)  asked  the  Home  Secretary  if  it  was 
proposed  to  limit  the  number  of  licences  issued  for  the 
running  of  motor  omnibuses  in  London ;  if  so,  whether 
this  action  was  the  result  of  an  agreement  with  existing 
companies  or  was  taken  in  pursuance  of  the  statutory 
powers  of  the  police;  what  percentage  of  the  licences 
issued  at  the  present  time  were  in  respect  of  the 
vehicles  controlled  by  the  London  General  Omnibus 
Company;  and  what  steps  the  Government  proposed 
to  take,  if  such  a  limitation  be  decided  upon,  effectively 
to  secure  the  interests  of  the  travelling  public,  both  as 
regarded  the  fares  charged  and  the  provision  of 
adequate  means  of  communication  in  districts  where 
the  traffic  was  not  of  a  dividend-])aying  character. 
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Mr.  iNIcKenna  (Home  Secretary):  I  am  advised 
that  I  have  no  power  to  limit  the  number  of  licences 
issued  for  motor  omnibuses  in  London.  So  much  of 
the  ciuestion  as  is  consequent  upon  the  suggestion  of 
limitation  in  numbers,  therefore,  does  not  arise.  The 
totaS  number  cf  motor  omnibus  Hcerjoes  Jssuecl  during 
the  12  months  ended  November  29th,  1912,  was  2,797, 
and  of  this  number  2,327  were  issued  to  the  London 
General  Omnibus  Company. 

At  the  meeting  of  the  Council  held  on  November  19, 
19r3,  in  reply  to  a  question  by  Mr.  H.  E.  A.  Cotton 
(P.),  Mr.  E.  L.  Meinertzhagen,  the  Chairman  of  the 
Local  Government  Committee,  stated  that  the  number 
Of  motor-'buses  in  1905  was  241;  1906,  783; 
1907,  1,205;  1908,  1133;  1909,  1,180;  191©,  1,200; 
1911,  1962.  According  to  the  answer  given  by  the 
Home  Secretary,  for  the  first  six  months  of  the  present 
year  there  were  2,4G1  motor-'buses  running  in  the 
metropolitan  district. 

For  the  year  1911-12,  it  should  be  carefuSiy  noted,  the 
L.C.G.  provided  workmen  s  fares  on  their  tramways  at  a 
cost  of  £130.000  to  the  ratepayers,  whilst  the  Omnibus 
Companies  were  under  no  ob!!gatlon  whatsoever  to  afford 
these  facilities  to  workmen.  During  the  year  ended 
March  3fst,  1912,  no  less  than  61  806,125,  or  11^  per  cent, 
of  the  total  number  of  passengers,  were  carried  on  the 
L.C.C.  tramways  at  workmen  s  fares. 

Tramway    Empioyees    and    Conditions 
of  Labour. 

The  question  of  labour  conditions,  in  so  far  as  it 
affects  the  tramway  employes,  is  dealt  with  fully  in 
the  section  entitled  "  The  Municipal  Reformers  and 
Labour.""  To  this  section,  consequently,  reference 
should  be  made  for  particulars  in  respect  of  this  branch 
of  the  subject. 
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A  RepSy  to  Labour-Socialist  Critscism. 

The  new  Labour- Socialist  paper,  The  Daily  Herald, 
under  date  May  25,  1912,  published  various  criticisms 
on  the  present  management  of  the  L.C.C.  trams.  The 
principal  criticisms  contained  in  this  article  are  set  out 
below  coupled  with  a  brief  statement  which  shows  in 
each  instance  what  are  the  true  facts :  — 

(1)  That  the  Council  had  failed  to  replace  the  cars 
taken  off  owing  to  the  Coal  Strike,  had  reduced  the 
wages  of  spare  men  below  the  bare  means  of  sub- 
sistence, and  demanded  that  means  be  adopted  to 
ensure  a  full  week's  work  for  all  spare  men. 

As  to  this,  the  facts  are  that  in  most  depots  all 
services  were  reinstated  after  the  Coal  Strike.  The 
following  is  the  average  work  of  spare  men  prior  to 
and  during  the  Coal  Strike  and  early  in  June,  1912:  — 

Motormen.  Conductors. 

Days.  Days. 

Before  Coal  Strike        ...         5T7  ...  4-90 

During  Coal  Strike        ...         4*72  ...  5-00 

June,    1912      5-38  ...  5T3 

Every  endeavour  is  made  to  ensure  that  spare  men 
shall  obtain  a  reasonable  amount  of  work.  A  full 
week's  work  for  every  spare  man  every  week  is,  of 
course,  impracticable. 

With  the  opening  of  the  Green  Lanes  and  King's 
Cross  Bridge  Tramways,  and  with  additions  on  existing 
lines  already  arranged,  all  the  spare  men  w'ill  be 
required. 


(2)  Further,  it  was  alleged  in  respect  of  the 
Hackney  Depot  that  not  less  than  90  spare  men 
averaged  4-4^  days'  work  a  week. 
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As  to  this,  the  facts  are  that  at  the  commencement 
of  June  there  were  80  spare  Motormen  and  Conductors 
on  the  list,  which  is  the  correct  number  for  current 
requirements;  12  cars  were  taken  off  and  14  cars 
were  put  back,  14  extra  cars  were  then  being  run  on 
Sundays. 

The  average  work  for  spare  men — 

Days  per  Week. 
Motormen.  Conductors 

1  week  prior  to  Coal  Strike...    4*90         ...         4*49 

G  weeks  during  Coal  Strike...    5'20         ...         5*36 

June,    1912 5*64         ...         5*61 


(3)  As  regards  Stamford  Hill,  The  Daily  Herald 
asserted  that  conditions  were  going  from  bad  to  worse 
and  that  spare  men  were  merely  averaging  4  days' 
work  a  week. 

As  to  this,  the  facts  are  that  whilst  17  cars  were 
taken  off,  all  except  two  were  put  back. 

The  average  work  for  spare  men — 

1  week  prior  to  Coal  Strike. 
6  weeks  during  Coal  Strike. 
June,    1912 

The  number  of  spare  men  in  June,  1912,  was  57 — 
which  was  6  above  the  number  for  current  requirements. 

(4)  It  was  stated  in  respect  of  Jews  Row  that 
33  cars  were  taken  off  during  the  Coal  Strike  and 
tliat  only  eight  of  these  cars  had  resumed  service. 

As  to  this,  the  true  facts  of  the  case  are  that  17  cars 
(not  33)  were  taken  off  and  that  eight  had  been  put 
back  by  the  end  of  May,  1912;  four  cars  had  been 
added  to  the  service  on  Saturdays.  Several  spare  men 
had  also  been  sent  to  Clapham  to  obtain  extra  work. 


Days  per 
Motormen. 

Week. 
Conductors, 

5*47 

4*28 

4*89 

4*80 

5*37 

4*39 
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(5)  In  regard  to  New  Cross,  it  was  asserted  that 
the  Council  had  never,  at  any  time,  dealt  in  a  satis- 
factory way  with  spare  men.  And  that  the  spare 
men's  position  was  wrapt  up  with  that  of  the  service 
men. 

In  reply  to  this,  the  custom  is  that  a  weekly  return 
of  spare  men  is  kept  as  a  check  in  order  to  ensure  that 
new  men  should  not  be  engaged  unnecessarily.  Spare 
men  have  been  paid  a  minimum  of  Is.  for  showing 
up  since  April,  1905.  Employes  were  not  off  duty  for 
more  than  one  day  per  week,  as  a  consequence  of  the 
curtailment  of  services  during  the  Coal  Strike. 


(6)  In  regard  to  the  Hollo  way  Depot,  it  was 
further  alleged  that  the  number  of  cars  had  been 
reduced  by  21. 

As  to  this,  the  facts  are  that  early  in  June,  only 
nine  cars  less  were  being  run  from  Hollo  way  Depot 
on  weekdays.  On  Sundays,  eight  extra  cars  were 
actually  being  run. 


(7)  Next,  it  was  asserted  that  the  Tramway 
employes  were  in  receipt  of  low  wages,  and  that  some 
only  received  18s.  a  week,  and  that  others  were  in 
receipt  of  only  22s.  or  23s.  a  week. 

In  reply  to  this,  for  the  two  weeks  ending  the 
commencement  of  June,  1912,  the  average  weekly 
work  of  spare  men  was  as  follows :  — 

Motormen.  Conductors, 

Days.  Days. 

5-22  5*12 

At  the  lowest  rate  this  would  amount  to  about  26s.  per 
week,  without  any  allowance  for  showing  up  payments. 


(8)    Again   it    was    asserted   that    durinfj    the    Coal 
Strike    the    L.C.C.    received   in    takings    £6,000    more 
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than  the  average  takings  of  the  trams,  and  paid  £4,350 
less  in  wages. 

It  will  be  seen  how  grossly  exaggerated  is  this 
statement,  since  the  true  facts  of.  the  case  are  that  the 
small  reduction  in  the  wages  of  Tramway  employes 
was  far  more  than  counterbalanced  by  the  great  increase 
in  the  cost  of  coal. 

Immediately  before  the  Coal  Strike  there  were:  — 

19  Surplus  Motormen. 
57  „        Conductors. 

During  the  Coal  Strike  (6  weeks)  an  average  of:  — 

36   Surplus  ]\Iotormen  per  week. 
59  „        Conductors         „ 

After  the  Coal  Strike :  — 

Surplus. 
Motormen.  Conductors 

Week  ended  June    5,    1912.     22         ...         49 

On  June  6,  1912,  the  total  strength  of  r\Iotormen 
and  Conductors  was:  — 

Motormen    ...    2,573.  Conductors    ...    2,625. 

The  surplus,  consequently,  amounted  to :  — 
Motormen  ...  0"85o/o.  Conductors  ...   1*86 o/o. 

Studs!  Studs!  Studs! 

The  Progressive- Socialists  long  ere  this  have  had 
good  cause  deeply  to  regret  the  false  statements  which 
they  published  at  the  time  of  the  last  L.C.C.  Elections 
relative  to  the  Studs  experiment  in  connection  with  the 
L.C.C.  Tramways,  and  other  matters  relating  to 
Municipal  Reform  administration.  Sir  J.  W.  Benn, 
the  Leader  of  the  Opposition,  referred  with  bitterness 
in  the  Council  to  the  libel  actions  brought  agair.sl- 
members  of  his  party  on  account  of  statements  pub-' 
lished   shortly   before    the    last    L.C.C.    Elections    only 
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as  recently  as  July  23,  1915?.  On  this  particular 
occasion,  Sir  John  Benn  went  out  of  his  way  to  state 
in  a  Debate  which  raised  the  question  of  the  feeding 
of  strikers'  children  during  the  summer  holidays  of 
1912*:  — 

"  We  have  had  some  experience  in  the  past  with  regard  to  this 
matter  of  feeding  children.  We  relied  upon  voluntary  funds, 
and  had  reports  from  district  after  district  that  the  children 
were  starving.  Some  of  us  had  the  courage  to  say  so  ;  and  for 
that  statement  of  truth  and  fact  some  of  us  have  had  to  pay 
Some  of  the  gentlemen  who  will  vote  in  this  division  are  living 
on  the  product  of  money  raised  in  connection  with  this 
question." 

Again,  at  the  Council's  Meeting  held  on 
November  12,  1912,  Sir  J.  W.  Benn  thought  fit  to 
deliver  a  bitter  attack  on  Mr.  Percy  Simmons  in  respect 
of  the  libel  actions  which  the  latter  found  himself 
compelled  to  bring  against  representatives  of  the 
Radical-Progressive  Party,  including  Sir  John  Benn's 
son,  Mr.  Wedgwood  Benn,  M.P.  A  report  of  this 
debate  will  be  found  in  Lotido?i  JIunicipal  Notes  for 
December,  1912.  Particular  attention  is  directed  to 
the  damaging  facts  adduced  by  Mr.  Percy  Simmons  in 
his  speech  of  that  date  against  the  Progressive  Party. 
(See  pp.    667-670   of  the  Notes.) 


It  will  be  recollected  that  as  a  consequence  of 
certain  statements  made  by  Sir  J.  W.  Benn  respecting 
the  Stud  tramway  experiment  adopted  by  the  L.C.C. 
in  the  Mile  End  Road,  a  libel  action  was  brought  in 
November,  1910,  before  Mr.  Justice  Ridley  and  a 
Special  Jury,  by  Mr.  William  Griffiths,  a  director  of 
the  Firm  which  partly  carried  out  the  contract,  and 
Mr.  Benjamin  Bedell,  an  Electrical  Engineer  and 
Inventor  of  the  G.B.  Surface  Contact  System  of 
Electric  Traction.  This  ^action,  of  which  a  full  report 
appears  in  London  Municipal  Notes  of  January,   1911 


*  See  London  Municipal  Notes  for  August,  1012,  p.  252. 
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(page  15,  ct  scq.),  resulted  in  tlie  jury  awarding  the 
substantial  smn  of  C6,000  to  each  of  the  two  plaintiffs 
in  the  action. 

The  same  plaintiffs,  it  will  also  be  recollected, 
brought  an  action  for  libel  against  the  proprietors  of 
The  Daily  Chronicle  and  the  proprietors  of  The  Star 
and  Morning  Leader  newspapers  in  October,  1910,  in 
consequence  of  certain  criticisms  made  by  those  journals 
on  the  Stud  Tramway  System.  The  action  was  settled 
on  terms.  The  terms  as  stated  in  Court  being  that 
"  The  defendants  had  agreed  to  pay  plaintiffs  a  sub- 
stantial sum  by  way  of  damages  and  to  make  an 
apology  in  Court."  A  report  of  the  case  is  contained 
in  London  Mi/Jiicipal  Azotes  of  October,  1010  (page  20, 
et  seq.). 

From  the  verdict  and  judgment  given  in  favour  of 
Mr.  William  Griffiths  and  Mr.  Benjamin  Bedell 
referred  to  above,  Sir  John  Benn,  in  March,  1911, 
appealed  to  the  Court  of  Appeal.  This  Court  on 
March  22  of  that  year  delivered  its  judgment.  As  a 
result,  the  Court  of  Appeal  decided  that  the  appeal 
must  be  allowed  and  that  judgment  must  be  entered 
for  the  defendant. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  delivering  judgment, 
said :  — 

"  The  question  in  this  appeal  is  whether  certain 
words  written  and  spoken  by  Sir  John  Benn  are  capable 
of  being  defamatory  of  the  plaintiffs  Griffiths  and 
Bedell,  in  their  business,  or,  whether  they  are  only 
defamatory  of  the  '  G.B.'  system,  of  which  Griffiths, 
cither  alone  or  together  with   Bedell,   is  patentee. 

"  After  a  trial  extending  over  many  days,  the 
learned  judge  having  declined  to  rule  that  the  words 
were  not  callable  of  i)cing  a  libel,  the  jury  found  that 
the  words  com]ilaincd  of  were  defamatory,  that  they 
referred  to  the  ])laintirfs.  that  they  were  statements  of 
fact    and    not    of   opinion,    and    in    many    points    were 
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untrue,  that  they  imputed  that  the  '  G.B.'  system  was 
a  failure,  both  generally  and  in  the  (particular  installa- 
tion in  Mile  End  Road,  that  the  defendant  was 
actuated  by  malice  except  in  the  speeches  at  Council 
meetings,  and  that,  though  they  could  not  agree  on  the 
question  of  special  damage,  they  assessed  the  general 
damage  at  £12,000,  to  be  divided  equally  between  the 
plaintiffs. 

"  For  the  purposes  of  this  judgment  I  accept  the 
view  which  the  jury  obviously  took  that  Sir  John  Benn's 
statements  were  (1)  inaccurate,  (2)  intemperate,  and 
(3)  tainted  by  political  prejudice;  and,  further,  that 
no  special  damage  was  proved.  It  remains  to  consider 
what  follows  from  these  findings. 


"It  cannot  be  disputed  that  even  after  verdict  and 
judgment  in  fa\our  of  the  plaintiffs  in  a  libel  action  it 
is  the  right  and  the  duty  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  to 
consider  whether  the  words  are  capable  of  bearing  a 
defamator\'  meaning  in  the  sense  of  a  personal  imputa- 
tion upon  the  plaintiffs — not  merely  in  the  sense  that 
some  person  might  so  understand  them,  but  in  the  sense 
that  the  words  as  understood  by  reasonable,  fair- 
minded  men  would  bear  that  meaning.  If  after  careful 
consideration  we  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  the  words 
are  not  capable  of  a  defamatory  meaning,  judgment 
must  be  entered  for  the  defendant,  notwithstanding 
the  verdict  of  the  jury." 

Later  in  the  course  of  his  judgment,  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  said:  — 

"  1  cannot  find  any  statement  or  suggestion  {a) 
that  Griffiths  is  laying  down  the  '  jerry  built  tram- 
ways ' ;  ( I/)  that  any  workmanship  on  his  part  is 
defective  or  inadequate;  '{c)  that  he  fills  any  other 
position  than  that  of  a  patentee  receiving  royalties — a 
thing  which  somehow  or  other  excites  the  wrath  of 
Sir  John  Benn.  There  is  a  violent,  and,  as  the  jury 
have  found,  an  unjustifiabSe  attack  upon  the  'G.B.' 
system -an  attack  which  has  not  been  proved  to  have 
caused  any  special  damage.  It  seems  to  me  extravagant 
to  argue  that  an  attack  upon  the  system  must  be 
regarded  as  an  implication  upon  the  owner  of  the 
patents  who  supplies  the  parts  and  licenses  the  use  of 
the  system." 
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The  JLidgmcMit  delivered  b)  the  other  I.ord  Justices 
was  to  the  same  effect.  A  full  report  of  the  Appeal 
will  be  found  in  Londoti  MuniripaJ  Xoles  for  Max, 
1911   (pages  287-290). 

More    Progrressive-Socialists'    False 
Statements. 

It  would  appear  that  the  series  of  successful  libel 
actions   brought  against   members    of   the    Progressive- 
Socialist  Party  subsequent  to  the  last  L.C.C".    Elections 
to  which  we  refer  above,  has  so  far  failed  to  j)ut  a  stop 
to     the     circulation    of     unscrupulous     and     malicious 
electioneering    statements.       For     example,     in     North 
Islington    only    some    few   months     ago,    Prcjgressive- 
Socialist  statements  were  being  put  about  to  the  effect 
that  the  Municipal  Reform  Chairman  of  the  Highways 
Committee,    and   one    of   the    principal   officials    in    the 
L.C.C.   Tramways  Department,   had  recei^'cd  a   present 
of     100     shares     in     the     London     (General     Omnibus 
Company.       This    libellous    statement    was,    of    course, 
expressly   intended   to    convey   the   suggestion    that   the 
jMunicipal   Reformers    were   being   bribed    in    order   to 
assist    the    London    General    Omnibus    Compau)     in    its 
competition  with  the   L.C.C.    Tramways.      Needless   to 
say  there  is  no  justification  whatsoever  for  the  statement 
in  regard  to  which  a  question  was  asked  in  the  Council 
on  May  7,  1012.      (See  London  'Municipa/  Xolfs,  May, 
1012,  page  2(57.)     This,  however,  by  no  means  exhausts 
the     untrue    and    unscrupulous    suggestions    made    on 
behalf  of  the  party  now  in  opposition  on  the  Council. 
Only   on    May    2,    1912,   at    Holloway    Baptist    Chapel, 
Mr.    Percy   A.    Harris,   the   Progressi\e    Councillor   for 
S.W.  Bethnal  Green,  stated  that:   "  the  Moderates  were 
not  able  to  sell  the  trams,  because  public  opinion  was 
too  strong  for  them."     Here,  of  course,  the  suggestion 
is    that    the    Municipal    Reform    Party    arc    still    most 
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anxious  to  destroy  the  trams,  were  it  not  that  tiiey  fear 
the  consequences  at  the  hands  of  the  electors.  This  is 
a  repetition  of  the  assertions  published  at  the  time  of 
the  1907  L.C'.C.  Elections,  and  is  even  less  justified 
to-day  after  upwards  of  six  years  of  Municipal  Reform 
administration,  than  on  the  former  occasion.  This  and 
other  similar  malicious  statements  are  at  the  present 
time  being-  given  widespread  publicity  in  the  Kadical- 
Proffressi\e  Press. 


London    Traffic. 

The  deplorable  loss  of  life  which  has  resulted  in 
London  through  the  development  of  motor  traffic  of 
late  years  has  emphasised  the  importance  of  what  has 
long  been  a  prominent  item  in  the  policy  of  the 
IVIunicipal  Reform  Party,  viz.,  the  establishment  of  a 
Traffic  Board  for  London. 

The.  establishment  of  a  Traffic  Board  for  London, 
as  recommended  by  the  Royal  Commission  on  London 
Traffic,  in  order  to  provide  proper  regulation  of  the 
traffic  and  security  for  the  public,  is  at  the  present  time 
imperati\ely  needed.  Radical- Progressive  journals, 
such  as  The  Westminster  Gazette,  are  gradually 
awakening  to  this  fact  (see  Lo?idon  Municipal  Notes  for 
September- October,  1912,  page  296).  That  London  is 
still  witliout  such  an  authority  is  due  entirely  to  the 
action,  or  rather  lack  of  action,  on  the  part  of  the 
present   Radical- Progressive  Government. 

The  facts  are  well  summed  up  in  the  following 
article  which  appeared  in  The  Evening  News  of 
September   27,    1912:  — 

"  Let  us  begin  right  away  by  fixing  the  responsibility 
for  the  present  state  of  affairs  on  the  right  shoulders. 
That  responsibility  is  upon  the  Home  Secretary,  and 
has  been  publicly  made  so  for  the  past  seven  years,  at 
the    beginning    of    which   the    Royal    Commission   on 
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London  Traffic  published  a  series  of  recommendations 
for  the  constitution  of  a  special  body  to  deal  with  all 
forms  of  traffic  in  the  Greater  London  area. 

■'  In  March,  IfHKL  a  Select  Committee  of  the  House 
of  Commons  was  appointed  to  enquire  into  the  question 
of  regulating  motor-cabs  and  motor-omnibuses,  and  in 
August,  190(),  it  issued  a  report  which  expressed  the 
opinion  that  the  12-mile  legal  speed  of  motor-'buses 
was  sufficient,  but  that  there  should  be  better  police 
supervision.  But  they  went  a  little  further  and  sug- 
gested a  regulation  of  the  routes,  the  fixing  of  starting 
places,  and  the  termini  of  each   sepnrate  service. 

"  In  the  spring  of  1908  London's  streets  w^ere  in 
an  uproar  with  noisy,  evil-smelling,  oil-dropping,  heavy 
motor- "buses,  and  London  residents  clamoured  for  a 
cessation  of  these  nuisances.  They  appealed  to  the 
London  County  Council,  which  promptly  sent  a  depu- 
tation to  Mr.  (now  Lord)  Gladstone  to  ask  for  powers 
to  keep  motor- 'buses  out  of  residential  streets,  and  to 
prescribe  the  routes  they  should  take  so  that  roads 
not  built  for  such  heavy  traffic  might  be  kept  free 
from  it. 

"  Mr.  Gladstone  sent  them  empty  away  with  a  half 
promise  that  the  only  thing  to  be  done  perhaps  was  to 
establish  a  central  authority  for  London  as  recommended 
by  the  Royal  Commission.' 

Nothing  more  has  been  heard  of  the  matter. 
Repeated  requests  to  the  Government  have  been  ignored. 
Mr.  Asquith  refused  to  see  a  deputation,  but  in 
April,  1912.  wrote  a  letter  to  the  Council,  in  which  he 
point  blank  declined  to  bring  in  a  Bill  dealing 
with  London  traffic,  or  for  providing  a  Traffic  Board. 
The  Lijudon  traffu-  iiranch  of  the  l>t)nrd  of  Lrade  was 
good  enough  for  him ;  it  gave  '  continuous  attention 
to  the  numerous  and  intricate  questions  connected  with 
London  traffic,  including  the  collection  of  statistics, 
the  study  of  traffic  problems,'  etc.  But  this  body  has 
no  power,  and  even  the  accuracy  of  its  statistics  has 
been  challenged  by  members  of  the  Progressive  Party 
in  the  London  County  Council. 

If  London  has  been  overrun  with  motor-'buses, 
if  the  Metropolitan  tramway  services  sliow  a  falling 
revenue,  and  if  road  surfaces  are  cut  io  pieces  by 
motor- 'bus  traffic,  the  blame  lies  wholly  at  the  door 
of     the     Government,    which,     for     seven     long    years, 
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during  which  there  has  been  a  revolution  in  street 
transit,  has  refused  to  move,  even  to  the  point  of 
allowing  the  London  County  Council  to  control  the 
streets.  Not  only  does  the  Home  ()lTfice  do  nothing 
to  remedy  the  chaotic  state  of  affairs  which  has  grown 
out  of  its  own  inaction,  but,  through  the  police  which 
it  controls,  has  harassed  the  Council's  tramway  under- 
taking to  a  point  almost  beyond  endurance.  What 
London  has  not  yet  learned  is  that  whether  omnibuses 
run  or  not,  heavy  motor  traffic  in  the  streets  is  growing 
beyond  all  anticipation.  In  10  years  oO,000  horses 
have  been  taken  off  the  streets,  and  the  million  blows 
of  their  iron-shod  hoofs  have  gi\'en  place  to  rubber- 
shod  wheels  carrying  great  weights,  which  crush  the 
poor  foundations  of  the  average  macadamised  road, 
while  lighter  vehicles  with  pneumatic  tyres  pick  the 
binding  out  and  disintegrate  the  surface. 

If  transit  is  the  raw  material  of  industry,  then 
it  is  the  business  of  those  who  provide  the  channels 
of  transit  to  see  that  they  are  efficient.  Another  tax  on 
motor  vehicles  such  as  is  suggested  would  hamper 
industry,  because  a  tax  on  motor  omnibuses  for  the 
use  of  the  roads  must  in  justice  lae  levied  on  motor 
wagons,  carriers,  and  lorries,  which  are  now  used, 
and  will  be  used  more  so  in  the  future,  for  the  transport 
of  goods,  not  only  through  London,  but  from  London 
to  the  provincial  towns.  Would  those  who  advocate 
the  taxation  of  motor- 'buses  refuse  to  tax  Pickford's 
motor- vans,  the  vans  of  the  great  stores,  or  the  120 
motor  mail  vans  used  in  London  by  the  Government? 
Whether  we  like  it  or  not,  the  motor  vehicle  will 
become  the  dominant  vehicle  on  London  and  country 
roads ;  its  radius  for  distributing  purposes  has  increased 
by  50  per  cent,  during  the  past  five  years,  and  its  work 
is  only  just  beginning.  The  weight  of  the  motor- 'bus 
has  been  reduced  during  the  past  five  years  from  7  to 
3v,  tons,  and,  although  these  vehicles  seem  to  be  every- 
where, there  are  not  as  many  of  them  on  the  streets  as 
there  were  horse- 'buses  six  years  ago,  nor  do  the 
motor- 'buses  take  up  as  much  room  in  tlie  streets  as 
the  horse- 'buses  did. 

"  The  motor- 'bus  has  sharpened  the  public  appetite 
for  travelling,  and  incidentally  has  brought  to  light! 
the  urgent  need  there  is  for  better  road  construction, 
if  industry  is  to  thrive.  That  is  the  newest  fact  in 
the  revolution  in  transit  which  we  have  to  face." 


To  carry  the  matter  a  stage  further. 

On  October  16,  1912,  Captain  H.  M.  Jessel  (U.) 
asked  the  Home  Secretary  in  the  House  of  Commons 
whcthf.r,  in  view  of  the  problems  which  have  arisen 
in  connection  with  London  traffic,  the  Government  will 
bring  in  a  Bill  to  set  up  a  Traffic  Board,  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  report  of  the  Royal 
Commission  in  1905,  which  recommended  that,  among 
other  things,  such  Traffic  Board  should  prepare 
schemes,  investigate  certain  problems,  and  make  by- 
laws and  regulations  for  the  provision  of  better 
locomotion. 

Mr.  McKenna  rc])lied :  I  will  consuk  my  colleagues 
at  the  Board  of  Trade  and  the  Local  Government 
Board  in  this  matter,  but  I  do  not  at  present  see  much 
prospect  of  Parliament  having  time  to  discuss  legislation 
on  this  subject. 

As  a  resuh  of  further  pressure,  Mr.  McKenna 
vyould,  however,  appear  to  have  considered  it  necessary 
to  make  some  pretence  of  dealing  with  the  subject  of 
London  traffic.  On  November  6  last,  Mr.  Kellaway 
(L.;  asked  the  Home  Secretary:  "  Has  the  right  hon. 
gentleman  decided  to  have  a  Select  Committee  to 
enquire  into  the   whole   question?" 

Mr.   McKenna:    "Yes,  sir." 

Mr.  Watt  (L.)  asked  the  Home  Secretary  whether 
he  would,  in  appointing  a  Commission  to  enquire  into 
the  speed  of  motor  omnibuses,  also  deal  with  the 
question  of  the  number  of  deaths  and  accidents  in. 
large  cities  from  tlic  speed  of  tramcars  and  motor  cars? 

Mr.  McKenna :  "  The  primary  object  of  the  enquiry 
will  be  to  consider  the  accidents  caused  by  motor 
omnibuses,  l)ut  it  will  ])robably  be  necessary  to  consider 
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at  the  same  time  accidents  by  other  kinds  of  traffic,  and 
I  doubt  if  it  would  be  desirable  to  extend  the  enquiry 
beyond  London." 

Since  this  date,  the  composition  of  the  Select 
Committee  has  been  formally  announced  in  the  House 
of  Commons  b\  the  Home  Secretary.*  (November  27, 
1912. 

RaciicaS-Prog^ressive    Procrastmation. 

In  regard  to  this  appointment  by  the  Home  Secre- 
tary of  a  Select  Committee  to  enquire  into  the  circum- 
stances which  have  led  to  the  large  and  increasing 
number  of  fatal  accidents  in  the  Metropolis  due  to 
motor  omnibuses  and  other  forms  of  power- driven 
vehicles,  it  may  be  briefly  stated  that  what  is  wanted 
is  not  further  enquiry,  but  action.  A  very  detailed 
enquiry  has  already  been  carried  through  by  a  Royal 
Commission  in  regard  to  the  whole  question  of  London 
traffic,  f  This  Royal  Commission  in  its  Report  favoured 
the  establishment  of  a  Traffic  Board,  and  the  decision 
of  the  Commission  in  question  is  entitled  to  due  weighty 
m.ore  especially  in  view  of  its  composition.  This 
method,  however,  of  dealing  with  the  problem 
apparently  does  not  commend  itself  to  Mr.  McKenna. 
Procedure  by  Select  Committee  means  further  un- 
necessan-  delay.  This  delay  on  the  part  of  the 
Government  will  unquestionably  entail  the  sacrifice  of 


*  Full  particulars  as  to  the  composition,  etc.,  of  this  Select  Com- 
mittee will  be  found  in  London  Municipal  Notes  for  December,  1912,  p  580. 
The  terms  of  reference  are  extremely  limited,  viz.  :  "  To  make  recommenda- 
tions as  to  the  measures  to  be  taken  to  secure  greater  safety  in  the  streets." 

+  The  Report  of  the  Royal  Commission  on  f^ondon  Traffic  was 
issued  on  June  26,  1905,  and  is  referred  to  at  length  in  the  1910  Edition  of 
L.C.C.  Facts  and  Argtiments  (pp.  1G5-178). 

As  vs-ill  be  found  by  a  reference  to  p.  65,  ante,  the  Municipal  Reform 
Party,  in  their  Manifesto  of  December,  1900,  undertook  to  "  urge  the 
immediate  appointment  of  a  Trafiic  Board,  as  recommended  by  the  Royal 
Commission.     .     .     ." 
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additional  lives.  Action,  and  not  procrastination,  is 
consequently  ■v\^hat  is  urgently  needed.  The  present 
Radical-Progressive  Government  has  nc\cr  yet  failed 
to  yield  to  public  pressure.  It  is  for  London,  therefore, 
to  make  its  wishes  felt  in  this  important  matter  so  that 
it  shall  be  impossible  for  this  Government  to  temporise 
further. 

If  this  object  is  to  be  acliicved,  it  is  essential  that 
the  Municipal  Reform  Party  should  at  the  ensuing 
L.C.C.  Elections  be  returned  to  power  with  a  clear 
majority,  and  thus  be  enabled  to  force  upon  the 
Government  the  views  of  London  Electors,  in  regard 
to  what — in  more  senses  tlian  one— is  to  them  a  matter 
of  vital  moment. 

Meantime,  when  the  Radical- Progressive  Press  and 
Radical  -  Progressive  speakers  declaim  against  the 
London  Traffic  Combine,  and  seek  for  electioneering 
purposes  to  attempt  to  link  up  this  Combine  with  the 
Municipal  Reform  Party,  it  is  pertinent  for  speakers 
to  point  out  that  the  head  and  chief  promoter  of  the 
Traffic  Trust  is  a  Radical  Baronet — Sir  Edgar  Speyer — 
who  for  several  years  past  has  been  closely  associated 
with  the  party  in  the  House  of  Commons  with  which 
the  Progressive  Party  on  the  Council  is  in  politics 
identified 
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APPENDIX. 


The    Radical  Progressive    Party    and 
Motor-'Buses, 

The  well-known  Radical  organ  Truth  has  recently 
been  making  some  interesting  references  to  the  forth- 
comings L.C.C.  elections,  and  its  remarks  on  the 
question  of  Trams  v.    Motor- buses  are  very  pointed. 

In  its  issue  of  December  18  last,  Truth  thus  refers 
to  the  forthcoming  L.C.C.  elections:  — 

I  understand  that  the  Liberal  war  chest  will  for 
the  first  time  be  at  the  service  of  the  Progressives  in  the 
London  County  Council  fight  next  March.  Sir  John 
Benn,  the  municipal  leader,  and  Mr.  Wedgwood  Benn, 
London  Whip  at  St.  Stephen's,  are,  of  course,  father 
and  son.  But  the  situation  is  complicated,  because 
the  main  issue  is  likely  to  be  that  of  trams  u.  motor" 
'buses,  and  it  is  notorious  that  motor  'buses  have  been 
a  favourite  form  of  Liberal  investment.  The  bus 
interest  will  of  necessity  be  thrown  against  the  party 
which  aims  at  wide  extensions  of  the  tramway  system." 

This  is  an  extremely  useful  admission  from  such 
a  source  and  should  prove  effective  in  repelling  the 
usual  Progressive  argument  that  the  Municipal  Re- 
formers are  financiallv  interested   in  motor  omnibuses. 


THE 

MUNICIPAL    REFORMERS 
AND    LABOUR. 


It  is  customary  for  Progressives  and  Socialists  alike 
to  put  forward'  the  claim  that  they  are  keenly  desirous 
of  improving  the  lot  of  the  working  classes,  and  that 
the  benefits  which  have  accrued  to  the  workers  in  the 
employ  of  the  London  County  Council  are  due  solely  to 
the  action  of  members  of  the  ProgTessive- Socialist 
Party.  It  is  further  implied  by  members  of  that  Party 
that  the  Municipal  Reformers  are  against  the  workers, 
and  this  falsehood  is  carefully  propagated  during  thei 
months  preceding  a  London  County  Council  Election. 

In  the  following  pages  it  will  be  clearly  shown  that 
this  assumption  is  untrue,  and  that  so  far  from  being 
against  the  best  interests  of  labour,  the  iMunicipal 
Reformers  have,  in  alt  cases,  endeavoured  to  meet  the 
wishes  of  the  Council's  evrployes,  while  at  the  same 
time  studying  the  best  interests  of  the  ratepayers. 

Municipal   Reform   Gives  Trade    Union 
Conditions. 

On  July  IG,  1907,  the  Council  endorsed  the 
decision  of  the  Asylums  Committee  "  that  such  of  the 
upholsterers  at  present  in  our  employ  as  so  desire  shall 
be  placed  upon  Trade  Union  conditions  of  employ- 
ment and  paid  Trade  Union  rates  of  wages.  All 
upholsterers  to  be  appointed  in  future  will  be  appointed 
subject  to  such  conditions  and  at  such  rates  of  wages." 


102 

That  this  decision  was  necessary  is  a  strange  com- 
mentary on  Progressive  statements  that  the  members  of 
that  Party  have  always  been  in  favour  of  Trade  Union 
conditions  of  employment.  The  decision  was  arrived 
at  four  months  after  the  Municipal  Reform  Party  took; 
office,  thus  showing  that  steps  were  immediately  taken 
to    enquire   into   the   conditions   of   labour   which   then, 

prevailed. 

{L.C.C.  Minutes.  July  16,  1907,  p.  240.) 

On  February  1),  1909,  the  Asylums  Committee 
reported  that  in  addition  to  raising  the  salaries  of  the 
house  stewards,  they  had  decided  to  increase  the 
salaries  of  the  senior  second  assistant  of  house  stewards 
and  stewards  on  the  following  lines.  Under  the  Pro- 
gressives the  minimum  wage  was  £50  a  year,  rising  to  a 
maximum  of  £70  a  year,  but  the  new  scheme  gave  a 
minimum  of  £60  a  year,  rising  by  amounts  of  £5  a 
year  to  £80  a  year.  Further,  the  first  assistant  clerks, 
whose  salaries  ranged  from  a  minimum  of  £100  a  year 
to  £1"20  a  year,  were  raised  to  a  minimum  of  £120 
a  year,  rising  by  £  1  0  a  year  to  the  maximum  annual 
salary  of  £150.  The  ma.ximum  salary  of  the  senior 
second  assistant  of  the  clerk  of  the  Asylums  was 
raised  by  £10  a  year,  and  the  maximum  salary  of  the 
dispensing  chemists  was  also  increased  by  £10  a  year. 
{L.C.C.  Minntes,  February  16,  1909,  p.  295.) 

Fair  Conditions  for  Bookbinders. 

On  July  16,  1907,  the  Stores  Committee  reported 
tliat  they  had  idonsidered  the  tenders  received  for 
bookbinding.      Their  report  ran  as  follows:  — 

"  We  have  been  in  communication  with  the  Estab- 
lishment Committee  with  reference  to  the  minimum 
rates  of  wages  and  maximum  hours  of  labour  to  be 
observed  in  connection  with  the  contract,  but  as  tho 
'Master  Printers"  Association,  and  the  London  Societies 
of  Journeymen  Bookbinders,  are  not  in  agreement  as 
to   the  minimum   rates   of  pay   for   "forwarders"   and 


103 

"  finishers,"  the  only  classes  employed  under  the 
contract,  we  have  inserted  in  the  form  of  tender  a 
declaration  (following  the  practice  laid  down  by 
standing  order  No.  B  "-229,  with  regard  to  stores),  that 
the  firms  tenderhig  shall  pay  such  rates  of  wages  and 
observe  such  hours  of  labour  as  are  recognised  and  in 
practice  obtained  at  the  date  of  the  tender  by  the 
Trades  Unions  of  the  districts  where  the  work  is  to  be 
done,  and  where  no  Trades  Union  exists  such  rates  of 
wages  and  hours  of  labour  as  are  generally  accepted  as 
fair  in  the  trade." 

{L.C.C.  Mi?wtes,  July  23,  1907,  p.  360.) 

This  resolution  has  since  been  acted  upon,  and  has 
been  found  to  work  well  in  practice. 

Clothing:  Contracts. 

In  connection  with  the  supply  of  boots,  clothing, 
hats,  etc.,  homo  work  is  prohibited,  but  the  Council 
has  fixed  a  miiiiiimm  list  of  prices  which  the  contractor 
must  pay  to  the  workpeople  for  making  the  articles 
specified  in  the  contracts.  In  the  year  1909,  atten- 
tion was  directed  to  the  prices  paid,  and  an  enquiry 
was  made  as  to  the  earnings  of  the  employes  of  the 
clothing  contractors  on  work  for  the  Council  and  on 
other  work.  It  was  found  that  no  agreement  existed 
between  contractors  and  workpeople  for  making  up 
contract  clothing.  The  committee,  therefore,  revised 
the  old  schedule  of  1907,  and  brought  forward  a 
new  one. 

This  revised  schedule  was  agreed  to  by  the  Council 
on  May  10,  19  10,  after  some  opposition  from  members 
of  the  Progressive  and  Socialist -Labour  Party,  but 
during  the  course  of  the  debate,  according  to  The 
Evenijig  Acws,  of  May  11,  1910,  Air.  Ecroyd  (^Pro- 
gressive) protested  against  the  attack  on  the  committee, 
which,  he  said,  was  based  on  ignorance.  The  reason 
why  the  committee  altered  the  schedule  was  because 
their  olTicers  showed  them  that  a  number  of  inequalities 
existed    in   payment.      As   a   7natler   of  fact,   the  com- 
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mitter  were  proposing  to  give  a  mucJi  higher  rate  of 
wages.  He  proceeded  to  say  that  at  both  meetings  of 
the  committee,  when  the  schedule  was  adopted,  the 
Progressives  were  in  a  majority  and  the  gentleman  they 
consulted,  who  was  a  practical  tailor,  was  a  Progressive 
member  of  the  Council.  "  I  regret,"  he  continued, 
"  that  members  of  my  own  party,  for  the  sake  of  party, 
and  for  making  party  capital,  should  come  here  and 
attack  the  committee." 

Jllr.  J .  May  (another  Progressive  ineniher)  declared 
that  the  cofnrnittee  had  /rawed  a.  schedule  /;/  flie  real 
interest  of  the  zuorkers.  It  would  rellcct  credit,  not 
discredit,  on  the  Council  in  its  attitude  towards  the 
workers. 

Later  in  the  debate,  Mr.  S.  Gee  ( Progressive), 
who  is  a  tailor  by  trade,  declared  thiit  some  of  the 
women  workers  were  earning  S-js.  to  38s.  a  week  for  a 
fifty-hour  week,  and  men  were  earning  even  on  poorly 
paid  work  on  a  lifty-four-hour  week  C3  los.,  and 
more,  a  week.  The  Labour  members  might  remember 
that  the  Council's  prices  did  not  incluch^  cutting,  and 
that  the  making  of  the  clothing  for  tlie  Council  was 
allowed  to  be  machine  made.  All  that  he  had  examined 
were,  and  that  made  a  considerable  dilTercnce.  "  I 
think  we  ought  to  be  logical,"  said  Mr.  Gee,  "  when  we 
as  councillors  buy  our  own  (lothes,  and  scu-  that  we  do 
not  buy  clothes  made  by  sweated  labour." 

A  Member:    "That's  a  horse  of  another  <  olour." 

Mr.  Gee  (P.):  "  /  found  that  for  some  of  our 
goods  7ue  pay  50  per  cent,  more  than  the  (lovern- 
7nent  do.'' 

The  new  schedule  was  accepted  b\  the  Council  by 
62  votes  to  41,  and  ihe  new  rates  of  pa\  cajue  into 
force. 

(Sec  Loudon  Municipal  Notes  for  May,   I  !l  1  0.  j).   313.) 
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Higrher  Wag^es  for   Parks   Foremen. 

On  June  18,  1907,  the  Parks  and  Open  Spaces 
Committee  brought  forward  a  report  in  the  Council  on 
the  rates  of  wages  paid  to  third  and  fourth  class 
foremen  employed  in  the  Council's  parks  and  open 
spaces.  It  was  found  that  under  the  Progressives, 
fourth  class  foremen  commenced  with  28s.  a  week, 
rising  to  30s.  a  week.  The  third  class  foremen  com- 
menced at  oOs.  a  week,  and  rose  to  3 5s.  a  week. 
The  new  scale  proposed  by  the  Municipa)  R&form 
Party,  and  carried,  fixed  the  commencing  wages  of 
the  fourth  class  foremen  at  31s.  a  week,  to  rise  to  328. 
after  a  year's  service,  and  the  commencing  wages  of 
third  class  foremen  at  33s.  a  week,  rising  to  35s.  1  he 
commencing  salary  in  each  case  was  thus  raised  by  3s. 
a  week,  and  in  the  case  of  the  poorer  paid  men  the 
maximum  was  raised  by  2s.  a  week. 

{L.C.C.  Minutes,  July  16,  1907,  p.  259.) 

Labour    Condlitions    for    Main     Drainag^e 

tvien    improved. 

The  Alain  Drainage  Committee  has  taken  deep 
interest  in  the  welfare  of  the  men  under  its  direction, 
and  in  1907  it  was  decided  that,  owing  to  the  extension 
of  the  Deptford  Pumping  Station,  the  rate  of  pay  of 
the  oilers  and  cleaners,  transferred  to  shift  duty  at  the 
Deptford  Pumping  Station,  should  be  increased  from 
6?,d.  to  7d.  an  hour  as  from  March  14,  1907. 

{L.C.C.  AUnutes,  May  7,  1907,  p.  9()9.) 

Early  in  the  year  1908,  the  men  engaged  on  shift 
work  at  the  Abbey  Mills  Pumping  Station  were  working 
h-^\  hours  a  week,  and  were  allowed  time  off  without 
pay  for  meals,  while  the  men  at  the  Barking  Out  fall 
Works  were  employed  for  56  hours  a  week  and  looK 
their   meals   while   on   duty.      On   April    7,    190S,    the 
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Council  decided  that  the  men  at  the  Abbey  Mills 
Pumping  Station  should  work  and  be  paid  for  56  hours 
each  week,  and  take  their  meals  while  on  duty.  This 
arrangement  reduced  the  hours  of  labour  on  Sunday 
from  12  to  8  hours.  <  )n  the  same  date,  the  wages  of 
the  penstock  and  airgrate  cleaners  in  the  district  South 
of  London  were  raised;  the  former  from  29s.  to  30s. 
a  week,  and  the  latter  from  28s.  to  29s.  a  week. 

{L.C.C.  Minutes,  April  7,  1908,  pp.  884  and  885.) 

On  May  2G,  1908,  similar  increases  were  given  to 
the  penstock  cleaners  and  airgrate  cleaners  in  the 
district  North  of  the  Thames. 

Better  Conditions  for  Tramway  Men. 

The  tramway  employes  form  a  considerable  pro- 
portion of  the  men  engaged  by  the  County  Council, 
and  the  record  of  the  Municipal  Reform  Party  in 
connection  with  the  treatment  of  these  men  is  a  highly, 
satisfactory  one. 

On  April  14,  1908,  the  Council  agreed  to  a  report 
presented  by  the  Highways  Committee  in  favour  of 
giving  holidays  to  tramway  employes.  For  the  first 
time  a  fixed  scale  of  annual  leave  with  pay  was  laid 
down  for  the  motormen  and  conductors  on  electric 
cars;  and,  as  a  result,  a  holiday  of  two  days  with  pay 
was  granted  for  each  year  of  service  on  electric  cars, 
with  a  maximum  of  six  days  a  year.  As  practically 
the  whole  of  tlu'  men  ha\e  seen  tlirce  years'  ser\ice, 
this  concession  means  6  days'  holiday  each  year  on 
full  pay. 

[^L.C.C.  MiuNles.  April   11,  1908,  p.  985.) 

On  February  27,  1906,  the  Progressive  Party 
introduced  certain  rates  of  pay  for  the  staff  employed 
at  the  Greenwich  Cencrating  Station.  At  the  same 
time,  the  chief  (jliicer  (jf  tramways  was  authorised  to 
increase    from    time    to    time    the    wages    of    certain 
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members  of  the  staff  as  their  duties  increased.  It  was 
felt  by  the  Municipal  Reform  Party  that  it  would  be 
much  better  if  minimum  and  maximum  rates  of  pay 
were  substituted,  in  order  that  increases  could  be  given 
if  it  were  considered  desirable  to  do  so.  The 
alterations  made  were  as  follows:  — 


Description  of  employe.  Old  rate  of  pay. 

Boiler  house  foremen  £4    a    week. 

Boiler  cleaners        ...  30s.  .. 

Shunters  and  tippers  30s.  „ 

Repairs  foremen     ...  £4  ., 

Electricians ...         ...  £3  ,, 

Assistant  electricians  £1  15s.     .. 


New  rate  of  pay. 
£4  to  £4  10s.  a  week. 
30s.  to  35s. 
30s.  to  35s. 
£4  to  £4  lOs, 
£3  to  £3  5s. 
£1  15s.  to  £2 


In  addition,  the  following  alterations,  which  were 
of  benefit  to  the  workers  at  the  Generating  Station, 
were  made  by  the  Municipal  Reformers:  — 


Present  designation  and  rate  of  pay 
a  week   under  Progressives. 

Leading  coal  and  ash  hand, 
30s.  to  35s. 

Labourer  (emplo)'-ed  as  arc 
lamp  trimmer),  7d.  an  hour, 
equal  to  31s.  2^d.  a  week. 

Labourer  (employed  as 
leading  boiler  scurfer),  7d. 
an  hour,  equal  to  31s.  2|d. 
a  week. 


Proposed'*  designation  and  rate  of 
pay  a  week  under  Municipal 
Reformers. 

Conveyor  drivers,  35s.  to  40s. 


Arc  lamp  trimmers,  30s.  to 
35s. 


Leading     boiler     scurfer, 
32s.  6d.  to  35s. 


{L.C.C.  Minutes,  December  22,  1908,  p.   1491.) 


Demands  of  Tramway   Employees. 

On  May  11,  1909,  the  Highways  Committee 
reported  that  certain  questions  had  been  raised  by  the 
Amalgamated  Association  of  Tramway  and  Vehicle 
Workers    on    behalf    of    the    drivers    and    conductors. 


*  Effect  has  since  been  given  to  this. 
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Tliese  matters  were  afterwards  referred  to  Sectional 
Board  No.  1,  and  the  following  important  report  was 
submitted  to  the  Council  on  March  22,  1010,  and 
adopted :  — 

"  We  reported  on  February  8,  1910  (p.  152), 
that  as  arrangements  had  been  made  whereby  the 
tramway  conciliation  boards  could  meet  within  the 
scope  of  the  scheme  approved  by  the  Council  on 
November  2,  1909  (p.  85G),  the  employes  of  the 
tramways  department  had  been  informed  that  it  was 
quite  in  order  for  them  to  bring  before  the  proper 
sectional  board  any  matter  in  dispute  between  the  men 
and  the  Council,  in  accordance  with  the  decision  of 
May  11,  1909  (p.  1114). 

"  On  the  same  date,  May  11,  1909  (pp.  1107-10), 
we  reported  with  regard  to  the  a  implication  of  the 
drivers  and  conductors  with  respect  to  the  following 
matters: — (i.)  Sunday  labour — reduction  to  eight  hours  ; 
(ii.)  spread-over  time  not  to  exceed  12  hours  a  day; 
(iii.)  recognition  of  signing  on  and  off  time  of  half-an- 
hour  a  day;  and  (iv.)  holidays  to  be  taken  during  the 
whole  year. 

"  The  following  are  particulars  of  the  conditions  at 
the  present  time  in  force  under  these  several  heads :  - 

"  (i.)  Sunday  labour.— M\   the  Council's    tramway 
employees  are  atlowed   one  day's  rest  \n  seven. 

Those  who  do  not  ha\-e  the  Sunday  off,  have  some 
other  day  in  the  week.  At  the  present  time  the 
drivers  and  conductors  actually  work,  on  an 
average,  only  8  hours  ."iO  minutes  on  Sunday. 

(ii.)  Spread-over  lime.~-Th.e  a\erage  spread-over 
time  for  drivers  and  conductors  is  12  hours 
21  minutes;  the  average  period  of  relief  is  about 
3  hours,  and  the  average  period  of  actual  work  is 
9  hours  4  minutes.  During  the  past  year,  the 
average  spread-over  time  and  the  average  period 
of  actual  work  have  been  reduced  by  8  minutes 
and  7  minutes  a  day,  respecti\e]y. 

(iii.)  Recognition  of  signing  on  and  off  time. — 
The  men  arc  liberated  as  soon  as  possible  after 
their  cars  have  entered  the  dcjiot  or  upon  com- 
pletion of  tlic  day's  work.  Careful  observations 
are  always  made  with  a  view  to  preventing  the 
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men  being  delayed  in  paying  in  their  receipts. 
As  the  result  of  enquiries  made  about  a  year  ago 
concerning  the  practice  'ofl  other  tramway  authori- 
ties around  London  and  in  the  provinces,  we 
found  that,  except  in  the  case  of  two  authorities, 
periods  varying  from  5  to  35  minutes  were 
allowed  in  respect  of  the  time  occupied  by  the 
men  in  paying  in  their  daily  receipts  and  in 
signing  on  and  off,  such  periods  being  reckoned 
as  part  of  the  da)"s  work,  for  which  pay  is 
calculated.  The  working  day  for  motofmen  and 
conductors  on  the  Council's  tramways  is  10  hours, 
but  the  average  actual  time  worked  is  9  hours 
4  minutes,  (saving  an  average  margin  of  56 
minutes. 

"  (^iv. ;  Holidays. — At  the  present  time  holidays  are 
only  taken  during  the  winter  months,  namely, 
from  October  1  to  March  31. 

'■  1  hr  application  of  the  drivers  and  conductors  in 
regard  to  these  questions  has  now  been  submitted  to 
Sectional  Board  No.  1  (traffic  section},  with  the  result 
that  an  agreement  to  the  following  effect  has  been 
arrived  at  bv  that  board :  — 


The  Nevif  Arras^^ig^errfieirits. 

"  (i.")  Sunday  labour. — An  average  eight-hour  day 
for  motormen,  drivers,  and  conductors  on  the 
whole  of  the  Council's  tramv/ays  system,  in- 
cluding half  an  hour  for  signing  on  and  off,  to 
be  granted  on  Sunday,  subject  to  the  reduction 
in  the  number  of  hours  actually  worked  and  the 
spread-over  time  on  Smidays  being  taken  into 
consideration  in  connection  with  the  average 
spread-over  mentioned  in  the  decision  on  request 
No.  (ii.). 

"  (ii.)  .Spread-over  time. — The  request  of  motor- 
men  and  conductors  for  spread-over  time  not  to 
exceed  12  hours  a  day  not  to  be  acceded  to, 
except  in  so  far  as  the  average  spread-over  will 
be  affected  by  the  reduction  of  the  spread- over 
time  on  Simdays,  and  provided  that  the  present 
day's  work  and  spread-over  time  be  not  in- 
creased. 


no 

"  (iii.)  Recognition  of  signimg  on  (Uul  of]  litne. — 
Half  an  hour  a  day  for  signing  on  and  off  to  be 
included  in  the  60-hour  week.  Overtime  not  to 
be  counted,  until  the  60  hours  ha\'e  been  com- 
pleted in  each  week. 

"  (iv.)  Holidays .—T\vt  request  of  tlir  men  that 
holidays  should  be  taken  during  the  whole  year 
to  be  agreed  to. 

"  The  adoption  of  these  alterations  in  tlic  conditions 
of  labour  of  the  onployes  affected,  numbering  about 
4,80  0,  will  entail  increased  expenditure  of  about 
£1 '2,000  a  year,  and  we  have  felt  it  necessary  to  give 
the  jjroposed  arrangements  very  careful  consideration 
in  view  of  the  increased  burden  theieby  ])laced  upon 
the  tramways  undertaking.  We  are  satisfied,  however, 
that  all  the  conditions  involved  have  been  \ery  fully 
weighed  by  the  conciliation  board,  and  that  tlie  board 
has  arrived  at  the  agreement  as  being  one  which  is  in 
all  the  circumstances  fair  alike  to  the  Council  and  to 
the  men.  After  very  full  consideration,  therefore,  we 
have  decided  to  recommend  the  Council  to  accept  the 
agreement  arrived  at  by  the  sectional  hoard."'  This 
recommendation  was  agreed  to  by  the  Council. 

.\mongst  other  demands  made  b)-  llie  men  in  .Vjjril, 
1011,  were :  — 

(-7)  The  rates  of  pay  to  be  5s.  a  day  on  entering 
the  service  and  for  fhc  first  four  months,  5s.  6d. 
a  day  for  the  second  four  months,  (is.  a  day 
after  eight  months  in  the  employ  of  ihc  Council, 
and  ()S.   Gd.  a  day  after  12  ni(;iuhs. 

{b)  The  lK)urs  of  labour  to  be  eight  a  day  (48 
a  week   . 

The  cost  of  granting  these  two  dcniands  alone 
would  have  amounted  to  about  £110,000  a  \ear.  The 
surplus,  after  i)aying  interest  and  debt  charges,  in 
1910-11  was  only  £'2-'32,727.  In  accordance  with  a 
previous  decision  of  the  Council,  £120,22!)  was  carried 
to   the   renewals   fund,    and    the   balance    of    £103,498 
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went  to  the  general  reserve  fund.*  If  the  requests  of 
the  men  had  been  granted,  the  financial  position  of  the 
Tramways  would  have  been  endangered. 

The  committee  consequently  arrived  at  the  decision 
that  these  demands  must  be  refused.  A  deputation  of 
the  employes  waited  upon  the  Chairinan  and  Vice- 
Chairman  of  the  Highways  Committee  in  August,  1911, 
and  following  on  the  reception  of  the  deputation,  Mr. 
C.  Watson,  General  Organising  Secretary  of  the  Amal- 
gamated Association  of  Tramway  and  Vehicle  Workers, 
stated :  — 

"  The  attitude  of  the  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
was  conciliatory.  I  explained  that  we  were  there  in 
the  interests  of  peace ;  and  that  what  we  wanted  was  to 
bring  the  Council  to  take  a  reasonable  view  in  order  to 
end  the  existing  strained  relations.  The  Conciliation 
Board  'will  be  called  out  as  soon  as  we  like,  after  the 
month  of  October.  The  managerial  difficulties,  such 
as  the  deferring  of  the  first  rises  of  pay,  and  the 
deductions  for  supposed  lost  tickets,  are  to  be  attended 
to  to-morrow  morning ;  and  the  management  will  also 
discuss  the  question  of  spread-over  time  at  once, 
although  that  was  a  matter  that  might  have  been 
referred  to  the  Conciliation  Board.  The  question  of  a 
Court  of  Appeal  to, deal  with  dismissals  of  men  is  one 
which  must  go  before  the  Highways  Committee  as  a 
whole,  the  Chairman  not  being  able  to  deal  with  it 
himself.  "We  have,"  added  Mr.  Watson,  in  conclusion, 
"  been  reasonably  met,  and  our  members  will  be  wise  to 
accept  the  terms  offered." 

Improved   Conditions   for  L.C.C.    Tramway 
Employees. 

On  October  17,  1911,  appeared  an  official  state- 
ment, giving  the  following  particulars  relative  to  the 
improved  conditions  of  labour  in  the  L.C.C.  Tramways 
service:  — 


*  See.  L.C.C.  Tramways  Accounts  for  1910-11,  p.  35. 
For  further  particulars    as    to   the  financial   position   of   the   L.C.C. 
Tramways,  see  the  section  which  deals  with  that  subject. 
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The  Establishment  of  Conciliation  Boards. 

On  May  11,  1909,  the  Council  authorised  the 
High  Wins  Committee,  after  conference  with  the  Board 
of  Trade,  to  submit  details  of  a  scheme  for  the  estab- 
lishmeni  of  Conciliation  Boards.  The  Highways 
Comniitlec  proceeded  with  the  work,  and  as  the  result 
of  a  ballot  conducted  by  the  Board  of  Trade,  the  men 
declared  in  favour  of  the  establishment  of  the  Boards. 
As  a  result,  on  November  2,  1909,  the  Council 
approved  of  the  setting  up  of  four  Sectional  Boards  to 
deal  with  the  following  departments:  — 

1.  Traffic. 

2.  Rolling  Stock. 

3.  Electrical. 

4.  Permanent  Way  and  Building. 

On  these  Boards,  the  men  are  adequately  repre- 
sented. They  have  six  representatives  on  each  of  the 
Traffic  and  Rolling  Stock  Sections,  and  three  repre- 
sentatives on  each  of  the  Electrical  and  Permanent 
Way  and  Building  Sections.  Since  the  establishment 
of  these  Boards,  all  matters  involving  claims  from  the 
tramways  c?nployes  have  been  submitted  to  them  for 
consideration. 


{L.C.C.  Minutes,  November  2,  1909,  p.  856. 


Mr.  Fred  Hall,  M.P.  (Chairman  of  the  Plighways 
Committee,  1911-12),  in  a  letter  which  appeared  in 
The  Morning  Post,  of  August  15,  1911,  gave  the 
following  illustrations  as  to  the  work  performed  by  the 
Conciliation  Boards :  — 

"  The  iol lowing  is  shortly  the  constitution  of  the 
Boards :  — 

"  There  are  four  Sectional  Boards  who  deal  with 
all  matters  relating  to  the  particular  classes  of  employes 
who    are    represented    thereon.       In    the    event    of    a 
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Sectional  Board  failing  to  arrive  at  an  ngreeinent  the 
matter  in  dispute  is  referred  to  the  Central  Board.  If 
this  Board  cannot  agree  the  question  is  referred  to  an 
arbitrator  to  be  appointed  l)y  agreemeiu,  or,  failing 
agreement,  by  the  Board  of  Trade.  The  Boards  con- 
sist of  an  equal  number  of  representatives  of  the 
Council  and  the  men.  The  scheme  is  to  remain  in 
force  for  a  period  of  three  years  and  ilicrcafter  until 
determined  by  six  months'  notice  given  l)y  either  side. 

"  I'p  to  the  present  time  the  Boards  liax  c  been 
called  into  action  on  three  occasions,  as  follows:    - 

"(1)  On  February  i),  1910,  an  application  v^as 
received  on  behalf  of  the  motormen  and  con- 
ductors that  certain  questions  relating  to  their 
conditions  of  service  should  be  referred  to 
Sectional  Board  No.  1.  This  Board  on  March  7, 
1910,  arrived  at  an  agreement  which  was  subse- 
quently confirmed  by  the  Counc'^  The  extra  COSt 
of  the  improved  conditions  granted  amounted  to 
£12,000  a  year. 

"  {2  On  December  G,  191U,  the  Council  referred 
to  Sectional  Board  No.  4  a  petition  of  the  point 
fitters  and  point  fitters'  assistants  with  regard  to 
their  rest  day.  The  Board  arrived  at  an  agree- 
ment on  the  matter  on  December  21,  1910. 

"  (;;,  On  December  20,  1910,  and  March  7,  1911, 
the  Council  referred  to  Sectional  Board  No.  2  a 
petition  of  the  rolling  stock  employrs  dealing 
with  increases  of  pay  and  other  questions.  The 
Sectional  Board  failed  to  agree  and  the  petition 
was  referred  to  the  Central  Board,  which  arrived 
at  an  agreement  on  May  31,  I !)  1  I  .  This 
agreement,  which  was  suljsequently  ronllrmed  by 
ihc  CouiH  il,  granted  a  number  of  increases  In 
rates  of  pay  which  involved  an  extra  annual  cost 
of  i;2,350. 

"These  particulars  are  given  to  show  ihal  u[)  to 
now  the  Boards  have  worked  smoothly  and  satis- 
factorily, that  then'  lias  been  no  unreasonable  delay  by 
the  l■'>oa^d^  in  (h.'aling  with  mailers  referred  lo  ihem, 
and   thai   the  men   have  reaped  \cry  substantial   .idvan- 
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tages  under  the  agreements  arrived  at.  It  will  be  noted 
that  in  no  single  case  was  it  found  necessary  to  resort 
to   arbitration.'"* 

Permanent-Way   Men    Benefited. 

The  men  employed  in  the  road  repairing  gangs  of 
the  Tramways  Department  used  to  find  occasionally  on 
wet  days  that  they  would  present  themselves  for  work, 
and  have  to  wait  to  see  if  the  weather  permitted  them 
to  proceed  with  their  work.  They  would  commence 
work  if  the  rain  ceased,  but  return  home  if  the  rain 
continued;  and  in  the  latter  case  they  received  no  pay 
at  all  in  respect  of  that  day.  The  Municipal  Reformers 
considered  this  matter,  and,  although  this  appears  to  be 
the  custom  among  employes  of  the  Government  and 
Borough  Councils,  they  decided  that  in  the  event  of 
any  of  the  men  arriving  at  their  work  at  the  regular 
time  in  the  morning,  and  not  being  able  to  start  work 
owing  to  bad  weather,  they  should  be  paid  for  one 
hour's  work.  This  course  of  action  settled  a  very 
vexed  question. 

{L.C.C.  Minutes,  November  2,  1909,  p.  SoG. 

Pay   of   Motor    Demonstrators. 

The  Council,  on  May  29,  190G,  in  connection  with 
the  training  of  motormen,  fixed  the  maximum  rale  of 
pay  of  motor  driving  demonstrators  at  £2  10s.  a  week. 
As  the  duties  of  these  men  increased  with  the  develop- 
ment of  the  tramways  system,  the  Municipal  Reformers 
brought  forward  a  recommendation,  which  was  adopted, 
increasing  this  sum  of  £2  10s.  a  week  to  £3  a  week. 
As  it  is  necessary  to  have  a  high  degree  of  efficiency 
among  motormen,  the  work  of  the  trainers  is  extremely 
important   and    justifies    the    increase    which    has    been 

given. 

{L.C.C.  Minutes,  June  22,  1909,  p.   1177.) 

*  Since  the  date  of  this  letter  arbitration  has  taken  place. 
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Pay  of  Shunters  and  Traverser  Men 

On  October  i>,  ISMKi,  the  Council  fixed  the  rate  of 
paN  of  shunters  and  traverser  men  at  a  maximum  of 
3"2s.  Gd.  per  week  for  a  week  of  60  hours.  The 
increase  in  the  number  of  cars  transferred  from  shed  to 
shed  justified  an  increase  in  wages,  and,  therefore,  the 
Municipal  Reformers  brought  forward  a  proposal 
rai-ing  the  maximum  rate  of  pay  of  these  men  to  35s.  a 

{L.C.C.  Mitudes,  June  29,  1909,  p.  1G08.) 

Increased  Wages  for  Nsght   Inspectors. 

The  night  inspectors  and  assistant  night  inspectors 
of  the  tramways  obtained  increases  in  wages  in  1910. 
The  Council,  on  April  11,  1905,  fixed  the  rate  of  pay 
for  night  inspectors  at  from  32s.  to  45s.  per  week. 
On  April  7,  1908,  the  rate  of  pay  for  assistant  night 
ins|)ectors  was  fixed  at  from  38s.  to  42s.  per  week. 
The  night  inspectors  become  inspectors-in-charge  only 
after  years  of  probation  as  assistant-inspectors,  and  are 
rcs])onsible  for  the  successful  working  of  the  depot 
tratlic  offices.  The  assistant  night  inspectors,  who  are 
not  supplied  with  uniforms,  are  responsible  for  short- 
ages and  bad  coins.  On  June  14,  1910,  the  Municipal 
Reformers  brought  forward  proposals  for  increasing 
tlic  maximum  rate  of  pay  of  inspectors  to  50s.  a  week, 
and  that  of  assistant-inspectors  to  44s.  a  week.  These 
proposals  were  carried. 

{L.C.C.  Minutes,  June  14,  1910,  p.   1175.) 

Higher  Pay  for  Pointsmen. 

Under  the  Progressives,  the  men  engaged  in  shifting 
p«tints  at  tramway  junctions  received  24s.  a  week.  As 
a  rule,  this  work  is  performed  by  men  who  have  been 
many  years  in  the  tramway  service,  but  who,  on  account 
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of  age,  or  of  some  infirmity,  are  not  able  to  do  liard 
work.      On    November    15,    1910,    the    Municipal    Re- 
formers  brought  forward  a  proposal  to  increase  the  rate 
of  wages  from  24s.  to  26s.  per  week,  and  carried  ii. 
{L.C.C.  Minutes,  November  15,  16,  1910,  p.   10(;s.) 


L.C.C.   Tramways. 

Wajgres    and    Conditions    of    En^ployees. 

The  following  facts  in  connection  with  the  wages 
and  conditions  of  labour  of  the  tramway  men  deserve 
attention :  — 

Average  rate  of  pay  per  )  Motormen  and  Drivers  (Js.  2'68d. 
man  per  day.  )  Conductors  6s.  l'57d. 

Percentage  of  Motormen  ^ 

and  Conductors  receiv-  \  894i5  per  cent, 
ing  6s.  od.  rate  or  more.  ) 

Averaije    rate    of   pay  of ")  a  t  ,  i  r*  •  f»i  "     n  i 

^1     '    x^  c       ^  \       '  Motormen  and  Drivers  iA  is.  Od. 
employes  before  enter-  r  n     a     ^        ci    k     oj 
•     '^,1'  •  C  Conductors  £1  5s.  9d. 

mg  the  service.  ) 

These  figures,  although  they  apply  to  the  majority  of  men  who  have 
joined  the  service,  necessarily  do  not  include  all  employes.  For 
example,  men  from  the  service  are  not  included. 

The    difference     in     V^y')  Increase  per  week  : 

before  ioininsr  the  ser-  '      ,^  ,  j  t-w  •  r.     ^7J 

vice    and   now  may  be  (      Motormen  and  Drivers  9s.  7d. 
summarised  as  follows  :  )      Conductors  lis. 

Employes  have  the  following  benefits : — 
(a)   l^ime  and  a  quarter  for  work  on  7th  day  in  any  one  week. 
{b)        ,,  .,  ,,     over  60  hours  ,,  ,, 

{c)        ,,  ,,  if  called  upon  to  work  on  rest  day. 

and  if  not  given  24  hours'  notice. 
{d)  Spare  men  ordered  to  attend  the  depots  are   paid  6d. 
per  hour  while  waiting  for  work,  and  receive   Is.  on 
each  occasion  on  which  Avork  is  not  given. 
<^)  Motormcm  and   Conductors  receive  holidays,  with   pay, 
as  follows  : — 

After  12  months'  service       ...     2  days. 
,,       2  years'  .,  ...      t     ,, 

„       3  years'  ,,  ...     6     ,, 
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(  /")   Motormen  and  Conductors  are  supplied  with  uniforms. 

{cr)  Emp/oves  tr3i\-e\  free  to  and  from  duty. 

(/;)   i:mployment  is  of  a  permanent  nature. 

(/)   .Motormen   and    Conductors   are   not    required   to   work 

more  than  an  average  of  8  hours  on  Sundays. 
(;■)   Motormen   and   Conductors   are   paid   double   time   per 

iiour  for  work  done  on  Christmas  Day. 


Reduction  of  Hours  of  Labour. 

I'nder  the  Progressives,  the  average  "  spread-over  " 
time  of  the  tramwaxnien  was  14  hours,  and  the  actual 
work  averaged  10  hours  56  minutes.  In  1910,  the 
Muiiii  ipal  Reformers  reduced  the  "  spread-over  "  time 
to  1  I  hours  -'}{>  minutes,  and  the  actual  working  time 
to  8  hours  4f)  minuter. 


Better  Wagfes  for  School  keepers. 

One  of  the  most  deserving  classes  of  men  in  the 
Councils  service  arc  the  schoolkeepers.  Under  the 
Progressive  Part\-,  the  wages  of  the  schoolkeepers 
remained  low.  .\fter  20  years'  service  they  only 
received  3s.  a  week  more  than  when  they  commenced 
their  duties.  The  advent  of  the  Municipal  Reform 
Part)  to  power  resulted,  hovve\er,  in  an  increase  in  their 
wages  amounting  to  Js.  a  week  for  every  five  years  of 
satisfactory  service. 

(L.C.r.  MifiN/rs.  July  23,  1907,  p.  290.) 

'I  he  women  workers,  who  were  engaged  in  acting 
as  school  cleaners,  were  enii)loyed  casually  when  the 
Progressive  Party  were  in  power,  and  their  position  was 
at  tlial  time  an  extremely  unsatisfactory  one.  14ie 
Municipal  Reformers  took  up  the  matter,  and,  as  the 
result  of  an  en(|uiry.  hroiight  forward  a  comprehensive 
scheme  uhifli  abolished  casual  labour  in  the  London 
scliooK. 
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Under  ihe  scheme,  which  was  passed  in  November, 
1011,  thr  women  receive  a  minimum  weekly  wage 
of  14s.  for  32  hours'  work;  extra  work  being 
paid  for  at  the  rate  of  5d.  an  hour.  They  are  fully 
employed  all  the  year  round,  and  Cannot  be  dismissed 
without  an  appeal  to  a  Committee  of  the  Council. 
Further,  they  receive  a  fortnight's  holiday  on  full  pay. 
The  result  of  the  scheme  has  been  that  a  number  of 
women,  who  formerly  worked  under  distressing  circum- 
stances, now  work  at  a  regular  wage  and  with 
guaranteed  continuity  of  employment.  Before  this 
scheme  was  adopted,  the  weekly  wage  of  many  of  the 
women  was  extremely  small ;  as  a  rule  running  from 
7s.  to  8s.  a  week,  while  the  hours  of  employment  made 
it  diriicult  for  them  to  obtain  other  work.  They  were, 
more()\er,  engaged  by  the  schoolkeepers,  who  had 
power  to  vary  their  hours  at  their  discretion.  Miss 
Mary  MacArthur,  the  General  Secretary  of  the  National 
Feder.ation  of  Women  Workers,  writing  in  TJie 
\]^  est  mi  lister  liazettc  of  November  1  o,  1911,  in 
criticising  tlic  conditions  of  the  women  workers  before 
the  scheme  was  brought  into  operation,  made  the 
following  statement :  — 

"  li  will  he  seen,  therefore,  that  the  bulk  of  the 
Council's  cleansing  work  is  done  under  conditions  which 
produce  the  worst  and  most  characteristic  evils  of 
casual  labour  low  total  wages,  intermittent  employ- 
ment, and  insecurity  of  tenure. 

"  We  therefore  ask  the  Council  to  put  an  end  to 
the  ]M-esent  system  and  to  grant  to  the  women  a  li\ing 
wage,  direct  employment,  and  reasonable  security  of 
tenure.  These  objects  are  secured  by  the  scheme  now 
before  the  Council.  .  .  .  We  think  it  is  essential  that 
each  of  the  present  women  should  have  the  opportunity 
of  receiving  at  least  14s.  for  a  week  of  oO  hours;  that 
no  new  woman  should  be  appointed  at  a  lower  wage; 
and  that  no  one  should  be  dismissed  without  an  appeal 
to  a  committee  of  the  Council." 

It  will  be  seen  that  practically  the  whole  of  the 
points  raised  by  Miss  MacArthur  have  been  dealt  with 
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under  the  comprehensive  scheme  brought  forward  by 
the  Municipal  Reform  Party,  while  the  methods  in 
vogue  under  the  Progressives  are  described  b\  her  as 
'*  conditions  whit  Ii  produce  the  worst  and  most 
characteristic  evils  of  casual  labour — low  total  wages, 
intermittent  employment,  and  insecurity  of  tenure." 

Another  class  of  men  -the  storekeepers  who,  under 
the  Progressives  received  a  commencing  wage  of  "27s. 
per  week,  have  benefited  substantially  by  the  adxent  to 
office  of  the  Municipal  Refonners.  Under  them,  the 
commencing  salary  for  storekeepers  has  been  increased 
from  27s.  to  30s.  per  week. 

Better  Conditions  for  Women  Workers. 

In  addition  t*)  dealing  with  the  women  cleaners, 
the  Municipal  Reformers  directed  their  attention  to  the 
position  of  the  female  lavatory  attendants  at  work  in 
the  Parks  and  Oikmi  Spaces,  and  to  the  attendants  at 
C.irls'  and  Children's  Gymnasia.  It  was  the  custt)m  to 
pay  the  female  attendants  at  the  rate  of  1  Ss.  for  a 
week  of  six  da\s.  and  they  were  required  to  I)c  on  duty 
from  0  a.m.  until  closing  time  (one  hour  alter  sunset, 
or,  in  the  case  of  open  s])aces,  foi'  half  .m  hour  after 
sunset;.  DuiiuL;  our  portion  of  the  sunuuer,  this 
meant  that  the  alliMidants  were  on  duty  for  I  I  [  hours. 
The  Municipal  Reformers  brought  forwaid  a  scheme 
whereby  the  rates  of  ])ay  for  these  femal"  attendants 
was  increased  from  ISs.  a  week  to  19s.  a  week,  and 
for  those  employed  only  in  the  suiumer  in  the  Gvninasia 
from  .'Js.  a  day  to  'As.  -id.  a  day.  It  was  turthei'  pro- 
posed that  the  attendants  should  commrnce  (hn\-  at 
10. ^50  a.m.,  instead  of  0  a.m.,  except  on  Satindays 
and  holidays;  and  that  each  attendant  should  be 
allowed  to  be  absent  from  duty  for  half  an  hour  each 
afternoon    during    the    time    when    the    hours    of    duty 
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were  longest,  namely,  during  the  period  from  May  18 
to  August  18.  This  scheme  was  adopted  by  the  Council 
on  June  28,  1910. 

{L.C.C.  Minutes,  June  28,  1910,  p.  1485.) 

Boy  Labour. 

The  question  of  boy  labour  is  one  that  is  deeply 
engaging  the  attention  of  the  Municipal  Reform  Party, 
and  in  the  year  1909  it  was  decided  that  the  whole  of 
the  boys  in  the  employment  of  the  Council  should 
have  the  opportunity  presented  to  them  of  continuing 
their  education  during  the  time  they  were  in  the 
Council's  employ. 

The  conditions  of  labour  under  which  boys 
were  employed  in  the  L.C.C.  Parks,  were  also 
taken  into  consideration  in  1911.  It  was  found  that 
these  boy  labourers  have,  as  a  rule,  been  discharged 
when  they  attain  the  age  of  16,  unless  there  happens 
to  be  a  vacancy  in  the  ranks  of  the  improvers,  which 
was  a  very  rare  occurrence.  The  Municipal  Reformers 
attacked  the  problem  with  characteristic  energy,  and 
carried  through  a  scheme  which  should  be  of  great 
value  to  the  younger  members  of  the  Parks  Staff. 
The  scheme  provides  for  the  employment  of  boys  as 
labourers  for  four  years,  instead  of  for  two  years,  as  was 
the  old  custom.  At  the  expiration  of  that  lime  the 
boys  are  to  be  promoted  to  the  position  of  improver,  a 
post  which  will  be  held  for  five  years,  three  years  ol 
which  are  to  be  in  the  second  class  and  tv/o  ve.ars  in 
the  first  class.  At  the  age  of  24,  they  will  then  be 
promoted  to  the  rank  of  under-gardener.  J"\irther, 
the  scheme  provided  for  a  general  and  technical 
education,  and  is  a  step  in  the  direction  of  making 
skilled  workers  out  of  those  who  would  otlierwise 
remain  unskilled. 

{L.C.C.  Minutes,  November  7,  1911,  p.  1016.) 


The  Cou  11(11  lias  still  more  recently  turned  its 
attention  to  the  bo>s  employed  in  the  Tramways 
Department.  A  scheme  has  been  prepared  under  which 
the  boys  employed  at  the  tramways  central  car  rej^air 
depot  are  to  be  ajjprcnticed  to  their  work.  The  plan 
provides  for  four  or  fi\  e  years"  training  according  to  the 
age  and  previous  experience  of  the  boys.  Oji  the 
completion  of  the  course,  each  apprentice  will  be  given 
a  certificate  to  that  effect,  and  preference  will,  of 
course,  be  given  to  them  in  filling  vacancies.  The 
conditions  generalh-  will  be  immensely  superior  to  those 
that  have  prcxiously  obtained  in  the  department. 

One    Day's    Rest    in    Seven. 

On  March  21,  li)J  I,  the  Council  made  a  regulation 
to  the  following  effect: — "Every  employe  of  the 
Council  shall,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the  Council, 
have  the  equivalent  of  one  complete  day's  rest  from  his 
employment  in  seven  days,  provided  that  in  cases  of 
emergency,  chief  officers  of  the  Council  may  require  all 
or  any  employes  to  work  on  the  clay  secured  to  them 
for  rest,  but  the  making  of  such  a  requirement,  and  the 
facts  by  which  it  is  justified,  shall  be  forthwith  re- 
ported to  the  Council,  and  provided  also  that  this 
regulation  sliall  not  ai)pl\-  to  the  members  of  the 
London  Fire  Brigade." 

[L.C.C.  Minutes,  March  21,  1911,  p.  G59.) 

The  General  Purposes  Committee  had  the  matter  of 
the  Fire  Brigade  before  them,  but  were  unable  to 
recommend  that  this  rule  should  be  applied  to  the 
!•  ire  Brigade.  At  the  present  time,  members  of  the 
Brigade  arc  allowed  26  separate  days'  leave  each 
year.  They  have,  further,  an  annual  holiday  of  not 
less  than  seven  days,  and  a  certain  amount  of  "  short 
leave  "  at  the  discretion  of  the  station  officers.  It  was 
estimated  that  the  number  of  additional  men  who  would 
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be  necessary,  the  consequent  re-building  and  enlarge- 
ment of  various  stations,  together  with  other  expendi- 
ture involved  by  the  change,  would  be  considerable, 
involving  an  extra  cost  alone  amounting  to  nearly 
£11,000  a  year,  exclusive  of  the  needed  initial  expendi- 
ture. The  subject  was  discussed  at  length  by  the 
Council  on  July  2,  1912.  (See  London  Municipal 
Notes,  August,  1912,  p.   179,  ei  seq.) 

The  one  day's  rest  in  seven  has,  however,  been 
applied  to  other  branches  of  the  Council's  service. 

Increases   for   the    Fire    Brig^ade. 

On  June  25,  1912,  the  Fire  Brigade  Committee 
brought  forward  a  scheme  in  connection  with  the  wages 
paid  to  members  of  the  Fire  Brigade.  By  the 
classilication  of  1907,  the  rates  of  pay  for  firemen 
varied  from  2-js.  to  35s.  per  week,  but  under  the  new 
rate  of  pay  tiie  scale  would  range  from  26s.  6d.  to 
36s.  6d.  per  week.  Increases  of  wages  have  also  been 
gi\en  to  motor  drivers  and  to  coachmen,  and  the 
total  cost  of  the  new  increases  given  by  the  Municipal 
Reform  Party  will  amount  to  £6,400. 

{L.C.C.  Minutes,  June  25,  1912,  p.   1584.) 

Better  Pay  for  the   Parks  Staff. 

For  some  time  past  the  Parks  Committee  have  been 
considering  the  position  of  the  staff  in  charge  of  the 
parks  and  open  spaces  of  London.  On  July  2,  1912,  a 
comprehensive  scheme,  which  applies  to  all  men  in  that 
department,  was  brought  forward.  The  scheme  pro- 
vided for  one  day's  rest  in  seven,  and  for  the  reduction 
of  overtime  and  work  on  Sundays  and  other  "  leave  " 
days,  h  will  further  afford  a  more  equal  distribution 
of  an>-  overtime  that  may  be  necessary,  and  will  give 
relief  to  certain  ofticers  who  are  in  charge  of  places 
where  the}   are  alone  on  duty,  by  preventing  them  from 


working  excessively  long  hours.  Inorcased  pay  is  given 
throughout  the  service,  especially  in  the  lower  ranks; 
and  it  is  estimated  that  these  increases  will  involve  a 
total  increased  cost  of  £4,154  per  year,  less  savings 
effected  in  respect  of  overtime,  etc. 

{L.C.C.  Minutes,  July  2,  1912,  p.  30.  See  also 
the  Debate  in  the  Council,  reported  in 
London  Municipal  Notes.  August,  1912, 
p.   182,  et  seq.) 

Increased  Wagres  for  Coppersmiths,   Metal 
Workers,  Carpenters,  Joiners,  &c. 

The  CounciTs  schedule  of  wages  previously  laid  it 

down  that  the  wages  of  coppersmiths  and  metal-workers 

on  Council  contracts  should  run  from  40s.  to  43s.  per 

week  of  54   hours.      This  has  now  been  amended  by 

fixing  the   minimum   at   41s.    per   week.      The   rate   of 

wages  of  French  polishers  has  also  been  increased  since 

July   29,    1912,   to    9^d.    an   hour,    the   pay   previously 

liaving    been     9d.     per    hour.      The     [.ondon     Master 

Builders'  Association  and  the  Amalgamated  Society  of 

Carpenters  and  Joiners  have  agreed  to  an  arrangement 

under  which,  on  the  first  Saturday  in  September,  1912, 

the   present   rate   of   wages   for  carpenters   and   joiners 

(lOM.  an  hour)  shall  be  increased  to  1  Id.  an  hour,  and 

on  and   after    the    first    Saturday    in    March,    1913,    to 

1  l.M.  an  hour. 

(See  L.C.C.  Minutes,  July  30,  1912,  pp.  493, 
494  and  684.) 

Municipal    Safeg^uards    to    Secure   Trade 
Unionist  Conditions. 

One  of  the  Standing  Orders  of  llie  London  County 
Council,  viz..  No.  2(53,  prohibits  the  giving  of  contracts 
to  firms  who  d(j  not  pay  the  rales  of  wages  and 
observe  the  conditions  of  labour  which  are  recognised 
by  associations  of  employers  and  trade  unions,  or  are 
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generally  accepted  as  "  fair  "  in  the  particular  districts. 
In  the  past,  no  provision  has  been  made  to  ascertain 
if  the  statements  of  firms  desirous  of  entering  into  a 
contract  with  the  Council,  are  correct,  by  the  examina- 
tion of  tlie  time  aind  wages  books  of  those  who  obtain 
contracts.  The  jMunicipal  Reformers  propose  to  rectify 
this.  With  a  view  to  effecting  this  object,  the  General 
Purposes  Committee  of  the  Council,  under  date 
November  18,  1912,  recommended  that  an  addition 
to  the  Standing  Orders  be  made  so  that  an  officer  of 
the  CounoH  can  make  the  necessary  examination. 

(See  L.C.C.  Agendu  for  November  26,  1912,  p.  3.) 

London  Work  for  London  Men. 

Early  in  the  year  1907,  the  Municipal  Reformers 
inaugurated  the  policy  of  London  work  for  London 
men. 

Tenders  were  received  for  building  a  new  school  at 
Wandsworth.  The  lowest  tender,  that  of  a  country 
fiiTn,  was  £17,113.  This  was  rejected  in  favour  of  a 
tender  of  £17,121,  submitted  by  a  London  firm.  This 
was  done  in  order  to  give  work  to  London  men.  The 
Progressives,  true  to  their  principles  of  so-called  "  Free 
Trade,"  vainly  opposed  the  recommendation,  which  was, 
however,  carried. 

Thus  a  job  worth  over  £17,000  was  secured  for  a 
London  firm  and  London  workmen. 

(Z.(  .C.  Alinutes,  July  9  and  16,   1907,  pp.    129 

and  189.) 

On  November  26,  1907,  the  Highways  Committee 
reported  that  they  had  asked  Messrs.  Rowley  Brothers, 
of  Tottenham,  who  had  tendered  at  the  lowest  figure  for 
the  building  of  a  large  car- shed  at  Hackney,  if  in  the 
employment  of  unskilled  and  casual  labour  they  would 
give    preference    as    far    as    possible  to  men  bond  fide 
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resident  in  the  County  of  London.  Messrs.  J\owlcy 
Brothers  had  given  the  desired  assurance,  and  it  was 
recommended  that  the  contract-  which  was  for  llic  sum 
of  about  £24,000— should  be  placed  with  them. 

On  the  paragraph  being  called  b}-  the  Chairman, 
Mr.  J.  D.  Gilbert  (P.)  protested  against  the  Highways 
Committee's  action.  He  objected  to  any  new  Pro- 
tectionist principle  of  this  kind  being  ndojited  by  the 
Council. 

Mr.  R.  C.  Phillimore  (P.)  moved  that  the  recom- 
mendation should  be  referred  back  to  the  Committee. 
He  regarded  the  proposal  that  London  workmen  should 
have  a  preference  as  a  sham.  /\ny  workman  who  was 
asked  if  he  were  a  London  man  would  promptly  say  he 
was,  if  there  were  work  to  be  had. 

.11  r.  /'.  ./.  Ilarrhs  (P.)  seconded  the  amendment. 
The  Highways  Committee's  proposal,  said  Mr.  Harris, 
was  tlie  introduction  of  Tammany  methods  and  of  a 
thoroughly  vicious  principle.  The  next  thing  would, 
he  su|ii)(x->ed,  be  "Hackney  work  for  Hackney  men." 
The  proposal  appealed  to  the  baser  instincts  of  the 
people  of  London.  It  was  a  rotten  and  wron'g 
prin(  iplc.  and  an  attempt  to  bribe  working  men. 

Mr.McKbinon  Wood  (the  then  Leader  of  the  Pro- 
gressive Party)  characterised  the  report  of  the 
Committee,  with  regard  to  preference  for  unskilled 
London  workmen,  as  "  pitiable,  narrow-minded,  a  sham 
and  a  fraud."  However,  he  advised  xMr.  Phillimore 
and  Mr.  Harris  to  withdraw  their  amendment.  Who 
could  tell  whether  a  man  was  "  bona  fidr.  resident  in 
the  County  of  London.^" 

Ihe  Progressives,  in  the  end,  shirked  a  division, 
both  the  mover  and  seconder  of  the  amendment  leaving 
the  Chamber  on  the  lermination  of  the  debate. 
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On  December  17,  1907,  the  Council  accepted  the 
tender  of  Messrs.  Holliday  &  Greenwood,  of  Brixton, 
for  the  building  of  a  new  secondary  school  at  Clapham, 
at  £2o,919.  The  Estimate  of  the  Education  Architect 
of  the  Council  was  £27,038.  The  Education  Com- 
mittee, in  recommending  the  acceptance  of  Messrs. 
Holliday  &  Greenwood's  tender,  stated  that  they  liad 
asked  the  firm  for  an  assurance  that  in  the  employment 
of  unskilled  labour  in  fulfilment  of  the  contract  they 
would,  as  far  as  possible,  give  preference  to  workmen 
who  have  for  not  less  than  six  months  been  bona  fide 
resident  within  20  miles  of  Charing  Cross,  and  that 
Messrs.  Holliday  &  Greenwood,  Ltd.,  had  given  the 
required  assurance. 

At  a  'meeting  of  the  Council,  held  on  July  13,  1909, 

the    Highways    Committee    submitted   a    report    on   the 

erection    of    the    second    section    of    the    central    car 

repairing  depot  and  (inter  alia)  recommended :  — 

(^)  That,  subject  to  Charles  Wall,  Limited, 
agreeing  to  give  preference  in  employment  on  casual 
or  unskilled  labour  required  for  the  work  to  men 
f>ona  fide  resident  in  the  County  of  London,  the  contract 
with  Charles  Wall,  Ltd.,  for  the  erection  of  the  first 
portion  of  the  central  car  repairing  depot  on  a  schedule 
of  prices  entered  into  in  pursuance  of  the  resolution 
of  November  L2,  1907  (p.  1022),  be  extended  so  as 
to  include  the  erection  of  the  second  portion  of  the 
repairing  depot,  subject  to  a  deduction  of  £2-jO  from 
the  total  value  of  the  work  when  measured  up  and 
valued  on  completion;  that  the  solicitor  do  prepare, 
and  obtain  the  execution  of,  a  contract  to  give  effect 
to  this  arrangement;  and  that  the  seal  of  the  Council 
be  affixed  thereto. 

On  November  30,  1909,  on  the  recommendation  of 
the  improvements  Committee,  the  Council  accepted  the 
tender  of  Messrs.  Dick,  Kerr  &  Co.,  of  Cannon  Street, 
E.C.,  at  the  sum  of  £29,70.j,  for  the  reconstruction  of 
Deptford  Creek  Bridge.  The  Chief  Engineer's  esti- 
mate was  £29,997.  The  lowest  tender  was  £27,497, 
and  the  highest  was  £55,344. 
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In  connection  with  this\  contract  the  following 
amendment  was  moved  by  Mr.  Simmons  (M.R.), 
seconded  by  Mr.  Shirley  Benn  (M.R.):  — 

"  That  the  words  *  in  employment  on  casual  or 
unskilled  labour  to  men  bo?ia  fide  resident  '  in  lines 
2  and  3  be  omitted,  and  that  the  words  '  when  taking 
on  workmen  for  the  purpose  of  this  contract,  to  men 
who  are  bona  fide  resident  or  usually  employed  '  be 
substituted  therefor ;  and  that  the  following  words  be 
added — '  and  that  if  the  contractor  shall  make  wilful 
default  in  gi\ing  such  preference,  the  committee  shall 
report  to  the  Council  With'  a  yiew  to  ithe  contractor  being 
placed  on  the  list  of  firms  from  whom  the  Council  will 
not  accept  tenders.'  '" 

This  was  carried  by  55  to  28  votes. 

The  whole  of  the  28  members  who  voted  against 
the  amendment  were  Progressives.  (For  division  list 
see  pp.  119  and  120  of  L.C.C.  Facts  and  Arguments, 
Vol.   II.,   1910  Edition.) 

The  Policy  of  London  Work  for  London  Men 
Placed  on  a  Permanent  Basis. 

This  policy  of  insisting  on  a  preference  being  shown 
to  London  men.  in  respect  of  London  contracts,  was 
made  a  permanent  feature  of  the  contracts  of  the 
Council  on  December  14,  1909.  At  the  Council's 
meeting  held  on  this  date,  the  General  Purposes  Com- 
mittee reported  that  during  the  past  three  years  the 
question  had  arisen  on  many  occasions  as  to  requiring 
contractors  for  the  execution  of  works  for  the  Council 
to  employ  London  workmen,  and  in  several  instances 
the  Council  had  resolved  to  insert  in  contracts  a  clause 
requiring  the  contractor  to  give  preference  in  employ- 
ment to  London  men.  The  Committee  now  thought  it 
was  desirable  thai  a  standing  order  should  be  made 
requiring  that  on  all  work  for  the  Council  executed 
within  tlic  count) .  jjrcfcrence  should  be  given  to  London 
men,  but  that  the  actual  terms  of  the  clause  to  be 
inserted    in    contracts    should    be    settled    to    meet    the 
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special   conditions  of  each  contract.      They,   therefore, 
recommended :  — 

That  the  following  be  a  standing  order  of  the  Council  : 
In  every  contract  involving  the  employment  of 
w^orkmen  in  the  County  of  London,  a  clause  shall  be 
inserted  to  provide  that,  when  taking  on  workmen  for 
the  purpose  of  the  work  to  be  done  under  the  contract, 
the  contractor  shall  give  preference  to  London  men, 
that  is,  men  usually  employed  in  the  county,  and 
resident  within  a  radius  of  twenty  miles  from  Charing 
Cross. 

Mr.  Simmons  (M.R.)  said  he  thought  the  recom- 
mendation would  do  a  good  deal  to  prevent  the  influx 
into  London  of  unskilled  labour  from  the  provinces. 
He  could  not,  however,  accept  the  recommendation  in 
its  present  form,  because  he  thought  the  radius  of 
twenty  miles  was  too  wide,  and  he  objected  to  the 
omission  of  a  penalty.  He  accordingly  moved  as  an 
amendment: 

That  the  words  "  work  to  be  done  under  the  "  in 
lines  3  and  4  be  omitted,  and  that  all  words  after  the 
word  "  preference  "  in  line  4  be  omitted,  and  the 
following  substituted  therefor:  "to  men  bona  fide 
resident  or  usually  employed  in  the  county ;  and  that 
if  wilful  default  is  made  in  giving  such  preference,  the 
name  of  the  contractor  will  be  placed  on  the  list  of 
persons  and  firms  from  whom  the  Council  will  not 
accept  tenders.  The  committee  having  supervision  of 
the  contract  shall  report  any  such  default  to  the  Council 
for  its  decision  as  to  the  name  of  the  contractor  being 
placea  on  the  list  referred  to." 

The  Progressive- Socialist  Party  challenged  a 
division  in  regard  to  this  amendment,  which  was 
eventually  carried  by  Municipal  Reform  votes.  No 
less  than  28  Progressive- Socialists,  however,  voted 
against  the  amendment.  (For  division  list,  see  p.  123 
of  L.C.C.  Facts  and  Argmnetits,  Vol.  II.,  1910 
Edition.) 

The  principle  laid  down  has  since  been  carried  out 
in  an  extremely  satisfactory  manner. 
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On  February  14,  1011,  the  Council  was  presented 
with  a  report  stating  that  in  connection  with  ,the  erection 
of  hiundry  and  housewifery  centres  at  Dalgleish  Road 
School,  tlic  Education  Committee  reported:  "  that  from 
enquiries  which  have  been  made  from  time  to  time,  it 
is  believed  that  the  whole  of  the  labour  (skilled,  un- 
skilled, and  casual)  has  been  performed  by  nicn  bond 
fide  resident  in  the  County  of  London."' 

The  General  Purposes  Committee  further  rtiported 
that:  "so  far  as  concerns  work  carried  out  in  the 
Council's  parks  by  the  direct  employment  of  labour, 
only  London  workmen  are  employed,  and  in  every  case 
preference  is  given  to  men  living  in  the  district  where 
the  work  is  carried  out." 

In  regard  to  work  carried  on  at  .Abbey  Wood  car 
shed,  and  Woolwich  sub- station,  it  was  reported  that : 
"  the  contractor  voluntarily  displayed  notices  on  the 
hoarding  that  '  all  applications  for  employment  were  to 
be  made  through  the  Metropolitan  Employment  Agency, 
preference  to  be  given  to  workmen  residing  in  the 
borough.' 

{L.C.C.  Minutes,  February  14,  KM  1,  p.  253.) 

On  November  21,  1911,  a  report  of  the  Highways 
Committee  was  received  in  connection  with  the  erection 
of  the  second  section  of  the  Central  Car  depot.  In  the 
report,  the  following  information  was  gi\en:  "  During 
the  jjrogress  of  the  work  the  contractors  supplied  a 
daily  return  showing  the  locality  in  which  men  em- 
ployed on  unskilled  labour  resided.  The  returns  show 
that  for  ;i  period  of  84  weeks,  the  average  number  of 
unskilled  men  employed  weekly  \\.is  48,  of  which 
number  only  two  on  the  average  wen-  resident  outside 
the  County  of  London.  IJic  highr^i  number  of  un- 
skilled men  residing  outside  the  county  employed  in 
any  one  week  was  four,  out  of  a  total  of  68  men  <jf 
that  class.      For   the  period  above  mentioned,    96   per 
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cent,  of  the  unskilled  men  employed  resided  in 
London,  and  the  remaining  4  per  cent,  resided  outside 
the  county  boundary." 

{L.C.C.  Minutes,  November  21,   1011,  p.   1135.) 

The    L.C.C.   and    Foreigrrt    Contracts. 
The  Policy  of  the  Two  Parties. 

The  old  differences  still  exist  which  have  so  long 
divided  the  two  parties  on  the  Council  in  regard  to  the 
acceptance  of  foreign  contracts.  The  policy  of  the 
Municipal  Reform  Party  is,  and  always  has  been, 
wherever  reasonably  possible,  to  give  the  preference  to 
British-made  goods  as  opposed  to  those  of  foreign 
manufacture,  in  addition,  as  previously  shouTt,  to  pro- 
viding that  contractors  engaged  on  London  work  shall, 
wherever  possible,  employ  London  men. 

The  Progressive  Party,  on  the  other  hand,  profess 
to  pooh-pooh  this  policy  of  London  work  for  London 
men,  whilst  as  regards  the  question  of  foreign  contracts 
their  policy  is,  as  stated  by  the  mover  of  the  amendment 
in  the  debate  which  follows,  Mr.  11.  Ward,  "  to  buy 
in  the  cheapest  market,"  irrespective  altogether  as  to 
whether  this  involves  the  emplo>nncnt  of  British  or 
foreign  labour. 

The  earlier  history  of  the  Council  and  the 
acceptance  of  foreign  contracts  is  dealt  with  in  the 
1910  Edition  of  L.C.C.  Facts  and  Arguments  (Vol.  II., 
pp.  76-120),  to  which  reference  should  be  made  on 
this  subject. 

From  the  following  abbreviated  report  of  a  debate 
which  took  place  in  the  Council  on  February  12,  19 1 2, 
of  which  a  detailed  report  appears  in  J^ondon  Municipal 
Notes  for  March,  1912  (p.  87,  et  se(] .\  it  will  he 
seen  that  this  vital  and  fundamental  difference  in  policy 
respecting  the  acceptance  of  foreign  contracts  still  con- 
tinues to  divide  the  two  parties.     On  February  6,  1912, 
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the  Highways  Committee  brought  up  a  report  in  which 
tliey  recommended  the  acceptance  of  a  tender  by 
W'aher  Scott.  Ltd.,  of  Leeds,  amounting  to 
.i:'2<v,Mi-  lOs.,  for  the  supply  and  delivery  of  about 
3,550  tons  of  track  rails  and  fastenings  required  for 
the  purposes  of  the  L.C.C  tramways.  This  tender 
was  not  the  lowest  which  had  been  received  by  the 
Miglnvays  Committee,  since  two  tenders,  involving 
manufacture  b>-  the  Phoenix  Co.,  at  Ruhrort  (Germany), 
had  been  received  amounting  respectively  to 
£.22,563  15s. 

On  February  12,  1912,  this  report  came  before  the 
Couii'il,  whereupon  Mr.  H.  Ward  (P.)  moved,  and 
Sir  ].  \\ .  Henn  (the  Leader  of  the  Progressive  Party) 
seconded,  an  amendment  to  the  effect  that  the  recom- 
mendatitju  be  referred  back  to  the  Committee  with 
instructions  to  the  Committee  to  ascertain  and  report 
forthwith  whether  the  wages  paid  at  the  works 
supplying  the  lowest  tender  are  in  accordance  with  the 
Council's  trades  union  contract  clause,  viz.,  at  the 
rates  arranged  between  employers  and  workmen  in  the 
rail  trade  in  that  part  of  the  country. 

Mr.  11.  Ward  (P.),  in  moving  the  amendment^ 
said :  'I'hib  is  a  very  important  matter.  The  party  which 
intended  to  run  this  Council  on  business  lines  are  likely 
this  evening  to  assent  to  the  payment  of  something 
like  114,000  more  in  order  to  get  British  rails,  when 
the\-  might  get  equally  good,  if  not  better,  German 
rails  ior  tiiai  amount  less.  Why  is  it  that  our  friends 
wish  to  compel  ,us  to  buy  these  rails  in  a  dearer  market? 
Wheii  the  tramwa\s  are  judged,  they  are  judged  on  the 
hardest  of  hard  business  lines.  Why  should  we  be 
compelled  t(.  l)uy  liritish-made  rails  at  something  like 
IH  per  ceiu.  m<jre  than  we  can  get  German  rails  for? 
I  am  by  no  me<ms  certain  that  there  is  any  English' 
"  ring  ■■  in  this  traffic,  but  there  must  certainly,  I  think, 
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be  a  ring — one  might  call  it  an  international  rin.t:; — as 
regards  railway  rails.  One  of  the  reasons  placed  before 
this  Council  for  'giving  orders  to  British  firms  at  higher 
prices  has  been  this :  that  unemployment  in  England 
is  so  bad,  and  that  we  very  urgently  need  work  at  home. 
That  does  not  apply  now.  (Cries  of  "  Oh!"'  Those 
in  the  engineering  trade  know  that  it  is  with  the  utmost 
difficulty  one  can  get  delivery  of  any  goods  at  all. 

So  far  as  the  Birmingham  Corporation  arc  con- 
cerned, they  reported  that  they  had  made  careful 
inquiry,  and  that  t'he  difference  in  cost  of  labour  did 
not  exceed  from  Is.  to  Is.  6d.  per  ton,  whereas  the 
British  makers  were  asking  no  less  than  20s.  per  ton 
more.  On  February  6,  1912,  unfortunately,  Birming- 
ham reversed  its  previous  decision.  Instead  of 
accepting  the  German  tender,  they  accepted  an  English 
tender,  which  was  14  per  cent,  above  the  German:  so 
within  twelve  months  we  have  them  first  refusing  to 
pay  8  per  cent,  more  to  the  British  firm,  and  afterwards 
advising  the  payment  of  14  per  cent,  more  to  the 
British  firm.  It  is  rather  difficult  to  find  out  what  was 
the  cause  of  that,  but  taking  the  report  in  the 
Birmingham  papers,  they  state  that  in  the  course  of  the 
debate  it  transpired  that  the  Germans  gave  an  export 
bounty  on  these  rails.  I  have  m.ade  enquiry,  and  find 
there  is  no  such  bounty  at  all.  I  thSnk  the  whole  thing 
may  have  arissn  because  the  German  Government 
aUow  something  like  8s.  per  ton  on  exports.  On  the 
question  of  quality,  we  had  some  very  careful  experi- 
ments made,  and  so  far  as  one  can  see,  I  gather  from 
the  reports  of  the  engineers  who  represented 
Birmingham  that  the  German  rails  were  proved  in  every 
respect  to  be  of  better  quality  than  the  English  ones. 

I  think  quite  recently  it  was  common  for  the 
Americans  to  send  us  a  tender  to  compare  with  the 
German  tenders.  Our  refusal  to  look  at  their  tenders, 
even  when  lower  than  the  English,  has  apparently  so 
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disgu^led  the  Americans  that  they  no  longer  tender  to 
us.  I'ortiinately,  about  a  month  ago  they  tendered 
againsi  the  Germans  for  the  Birmingham  contract,  and 
the  prices  were  as  follow :  The  lowest  of  all  was  the 
German  rail;  the  American  rail  was  9  per  cent,  above, 
and  the  British  rail  nearly  15  per  cent,  above.  I 
mention  that  especially  so  that  our  friends  opposite  may 
not  run  away  with  the  idea  that  the  cheaper  rails  are 
due  to  cheaper  laljour.  In  America  the  cost  of  labour 
is  at  least  50  mer  cent,  higher  than  British,  and  yet 
the  American  rails  are  offered  over  5  per  cent,  cheaper 
than  the  British  rails.  There  is  one  other  point.  The 
Phoenix  Co.  are  Government  contractors,  and  1  think 
they  ha\e  almost  verbathn  our  Government  clause  about 
fair  wages.  Theriefore,  every  firm  in  Germany 
tenderinf(  for  Government  work  has  to  subscribe  to  a 
fair  waives  clause  very  similar  to  that  in  our  contracts. 
in  the  case  of  the  works  in  Germany,  they  make 
more  tram  rails  than  probably  all  the  works  in 
England  put  together.  1  his  make  of  girder  rail  was 
first  made  in  1880,  and  they  have  made  them  con- 
tinuously ever  since,  and  made  such  a  speciality  of 
them  tliat  there  is  no  doubt  they  are  able  to  produce 
mucli  cheaper  than  those  firms  who  make  a  number  of 
others. 

I  ur<.;c  our  friends  not  lu  put  unnecessary  hiirdens  on 
the  trams,  but  to  buy  (iwx  railsi  nthe  Cheapest  markot. 
1  move  the  reference  back  of  the  recommendation. 

Si  I-  j.  \V.  Bonn  (tlie  Leader  of  the  Progressive 
Party  tlicii  stvonded  the  motion.  In  so  tloinj;  lie  said: 
Through  good  and  il!  report,  I  have  Ibseen  with  regard 
to  tramways,   I  think,  a  consistent  Free  TracJer.    But 

1  want  ilu  (  (Huicil  to  understand  that  the  orders  which 
lui\c  been  given  abroad  by  the  Progressive  Party  have 
always  been  accompanied  by  the  usual  fair  wages 
clause,  insisting  that  the  wages  paid  shall  be  agreed 
between  the  employers  and  the  employed  in  the  district 
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where  the  rails  are  made.  Here  is  a  gtenuine  attempt 
to  stretch  out  our  hands  across  the  seas,  and  secure  that 
solidarity  of  labour  which  in  my  judgment  is  the  best 
guarantee  of  fair  conditions. 

Mr.  Easton   (M.R.):    And  starve  your  own  men. 

Sir  J.  \V.  Benn:  We  will  come  to  that  in  a 
moment.  1  do  not  know  what  the  total  bill  against  the 
trams  for  the.  moment  is,  but  I  think  it  is  over  £20,000, 
for  tinkering  with  Tariff  Reform  at  the  expense  of 
the  London  ratepayer.  No,  it  is  because  they  are 
muni'ci])al  trams  that  you  can  adopt  this  monstrous 
policy  at  the  ratepayers'  expense.  That  is  at  the  bottom 
of  the  whole  lousiness.  I  am  here  to  stand  for  the 
best  goods  in  the  best  market,  and  by  that  great 
principle  of  freo  Trade  let  us  stand  or  fait. 

Mr.  F.  HaiJ,  M.P.  (M.R.,  Chairman  of  the  High- 
ways Committee),  said:  I  am  going  to  show  that  the 
Highways  Committee  are  not  desirous  of  killing  the 
trams,  but  are  only  desirous  of  having  the  best  material, 
manufactured  as  far  as  possible  by  British  labour. 
Mr.  \\'ard  started  with  the  suggestion  that  the  German 
rails  were  better  than  the  English  rails.  That  is  the 
first  time  I  have  heard  in  this  Council  such  a  statement. 
I  ha\'e  a  Report  from  the  Chief  Engineer  of  the 
Council  which  is  as  follows :  "  As  I  have  previously 
pointed  out,  thi'  difficulties  of  inspection  are  very  much 
increased  when  rails  are  made  abroad.  I  cannot 
have  the  same  control  over  the  manufacture  as  I  have 
in  this  country.  Extra  cost  is  incurred.  The  work 
continues  ovei"  a  long  period,  while  difficulty  also 
arises  in  obtaining  rails  in  small  cpantities  when  re- 
quired. To  have  rails  direct  on  to  the  work  in  the 
cjuantities  required  is  a  considerable  advantage  and 
saves  expense  with  regard  to  storage,  second  handling, 
and  other  charges.  I  strongly  recom.mend  the 
acceptance  of  the  lov/est  British  tender  for  rails." 
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Mr.  Ward  dealt  -with  the  question  of  rings.  We 
have  had  the  same  tale  told  here  over  and  over  again. 
When  we  had  the  question  up,  as  we  did  in  1010,  and 
when  the  English  tender  was  32  per  cent,  less,  1  did 
not  notice  that  there  was  any  question  then  raised  that 
there  must  have  been  rings  abroad  put  up  against  the 
Council.  It  is  only  brought  forward  by  our  op{)onents 
in  order  to  vindicate  themselves  for  supporting  a  policy 
of  one-sided  Free  Trade.  As  far  as  I  ;im  concerned, 
I  am  desirous  of  finding  labour  for  my  own  peoj)lc. 

Sir  John  Benn,  I  suppose,  would  endeavour  to  lead 
the  Council  to  believe  that  this  is  the  highest  excess 
price  that  has  been  paid.  It  may  be  as  well  for  me  to 
remind  him  that  in  May,  1911,  the  Council  decided 
by  a  very  large  majority  to  purchase  rails  which  were 
manufactured  in  England  at  a  price  1 8  per  cent, 
higher  than  the  foreign  offer. 

We  on  this  side  are  desirous  of  reducing  unemploy- 
ment as  much  as  we  possibly  can,  and  we  prefer  to 
employ  British  workmen  and  find  labour  for  them ; 
because,  after  all,  the  cost  of  wages  in  the  production 
of  rails  exceeds  75  per  cent,  of  the  actual  cost.  We 
prefer  to  find  labour  instead  of  having  to  find  places 
in  the  Casual  Ward. 

Wa  are  paying  this  extra  amount  on  this  contract  for 
rails,  not  to  support  a  ring,  and  not  to  Increase  the 
profits  of  what  perhaps  you  will  say  are  the  protected 
manufacturers— we  are  paying  this  extra  amount,  in  the 
first  place,  to  protect  labour,  to  ensure  that  the 
materials  employed  in  the  maintenance  of  our  great 
undertaking  shall  be  manufactured  in  such  a  way  that 
we  shall  be  in  a  position  absolutely  to  safeguard  the 
observanoe  of  such  clauses  as  we  place  in  our  contracts. 
Thare  can  be  no  efficient  check,  if  the  work  is  not  carried 
out  in  our  own  country.  In  the  second  place,  our  expert 
advisers  tell  us  that  satisfactory  inspection  and 
economioal  delivery  can  only  bo  assured  provided  they 
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are  able  to  supervise  the  constrnction  of  the  rails 
for  which  the  contract  is  at  present  before  the  Council. 

I  sincerely  trust — taking  into  consideration  the  large 
proportion  of  the  amount  expended  in  labour  on  these 
rails — that  the  party  opposite  will  support  the  recom- 
mendation of  the  Highways  Committee. 

Mr.  Hill  (M.R.)  said:  We  have  had  a  great  deal 
of  twitting  in  this  Council  from  the  opposite  side  about 
leaflets  dealing  with  London  work  for  London  work- 
men. I  go  further  than  that,  and  say  British  work  for 
British  workmen.  I  am  all  for  British  work  for  British 
workmen,  whatever  it  costs.  I  care  nothing  about 
your  theories ;  I  do  not  care  about  your  big  loaf  or 
your  little  loaf.  I  say  unless  the  British  workman  has 
money  in  his  pocket  to  buy  it,  it  doefe  not  mattler 
whether  it  is  big  or  little. 

Mr.  Walter  Reynolds  (M.R.)  said:  If  we  accept 
the  lowest  tender  we  send  the  work  to  Germany,  and  we 
save  £4,000.  I  want  to  inquire  whether  it  is  real 
economy  to  save  that  £4,000,  because  1  think  every 
one  in  this  Chamber  will  acknowledge  that  the  greatest 
need  in  this  country  is  work.  So  badly  do  we  need 
work  that  we  have  to  manufacture  work,  very  often 
at  7  5  per  cent,  more  than  its  value,  even  if  the  work 
had  been  warranted.  Worse  than  that,  there  has  been 
one  job  done  for  this  Council  where  £1,800  was  spent 
in  railway  fares  alone,  to  take  men  to  Hainault  Forest 
to  dig  a  pond  that  may  be  wanted  in  25  years'  time. 
The  same  thing  happened  at  Long  Grove  Asylum.  Men 
were  taken  from  London,  and  their  fares  paid,  to  dig 
up  23  acres  of  land  for  a  kitchen  garden.  The  ground 
was  ruined,  and  the  land  has  gone  back  to  grass,  and 
that  is  the  kind  of  work  we  have  manufactured  in  this 
country.  The  need  is  work  in  this  country,  and  I  want 
to  inquire  now  how  much  of  this  £26,500  is  work  for 
which  we  are  starving  in  this  country. 

10 
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The  iron  ore  is  practically  the  only  raw  material, 
except  coal,  in  the  whole  of  this  £26,500.  This  raw 
material  must  be  handled  and  carted  from  the  mines, 
and  converted  into  pig  iron.  Every  bit  labour!  It 
then  passes  to  rolling  mills,  and  after  many  handlings 
and  cartings,  it  is  delivered  to  the  streets  where  it  is 
wanted.  The  price  of  one  ton  of  steel  rails  is  £6  10s. 
roughly.  As  to  coal,  in  this  country  it  is  necessary,  I 
tind  from  Vol.  87  of  the  Proceedings  of  the  I nslilutt> 
of  Civil  Engineers,  to  have  three  tons  of  coal  for  the 
heating  of  one  ton  of  rails.  This  coal  is  8s.  per  ton 
ordinarily — the  ordinary  average  taking  the  year  round. 
Taking  the  royalty  at  f>d.,  mine  lessee's  profit  at  Od., 
and  other  charges  at  4d.,  we  have  Is.  4d.  }x.n-  ton,  or 
4s.  for  three  tons,  and  the  whole  of  the  rest  of  th« 
£1  4s.  is  wages.  We  are  not  buying  raw  material 
abroad,  but  absolute  labour  and  nothing  else.  I  quote 
from  The  Daily  News  now.  There  is  the  work  of  the 
"  miners,  check-weighers,  the  sharpening  of  tools,  ex- 
plosives, detonators,  propping  men,  rippers,  packers, 
filterS;  trimmers  and  tram  men  * — an  enormous  number 
of  workmen.  It  is  necessary  to  provide  two  tons  of 
iron  ore  at  6s.  6d.  a  ton,  on  which  the  royalties,  etc., 
amount  to  2s.  6d.,  leaving  10s.  6d.  for  labour  in  the 
same  wa\-.  At  every  step  in  this  contract  we  come  to 
labour,  and  to  practically  nothing  else.  In  short,  I. 
make  the  very  liberal  allowance  of  13s.  od.  for  raw 
material  in  one  ton  of  rails,  and  the  whole  of  the 
l)alancc  of  the  iJfi  10->.  is  for  labour  and  nothing  else. 
The  profit  is  all  spent  in  labour  afterwards.  I  am  told 
by  the  Chief  Engineer  that  the  Lal)(nir  employed  in  a 
ton  of  steel  rails  is  IM)  per  cent,  of  its  \alue;  but  in 
order  In  1)<-  |)<Tfcctl>  certain,  I  call  it  sr,  per  cent. 
We  can  safely  say  that  85  per  cent,  is  the  value  of 
labour  only. 

The  work  created  by  the  manufacture  of  these  steel 
rails  by  no  means  ends  there.      In  order  to  commence 
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exploring  and  in  order  to  mine  coal  and  ore,  we  must 
find  work  for  scientific  experts,  machinery  engineers, 
tool  and  implement  makers,  railway  truck  and  wagon 
makers  and  w^orkshop  builders.  These  consequentially 
find  work  for  clothiers  and  provision  dealers.  Put 
into  round  figures,  the  £26f500  in  this  contract  repre 
sents  £22j500  for  wages  in  this  country.  Those 
figures  are  unanswerable.  Will  you  send  that  work 
abroad?  For  every  ton  of  German  steel  rails  at 
£8  108.  that  we  bring  into  this  country,  £5  16s.  in 
labour  is  lost  to  England.  I  say  it  is  not  economy  to 
save  the  £-1,000  and  to  send  the  work  out  of  the 
country  while  we  are  obliged  to  manufacture  work 
ourselves,  very  often  at  75  per  cent,  more  than  the 
work  is  worth.  Great  Britain  has  repeated  this  process 
a  hundred  times  a  day  for  the  last  14  years,  with  the 
result  that  the  prosperity  of  Germany  has  been  built 
up  out  of  English  money,  and  the  luxury  which  has 
become  notorious  in  Germany  has  been  created  by  the 
starvation  of  British  workmen.  The  Board  of  Trade 
tells  us  that  35  years  ago,  England  produced  as  much 
steel  as  Germany  and  the  United  States  put  together. 
To-day  Germany  alone  produces  twice  as  much  steel, 
and  the  United  States  four  times  as  much,  as  does  Great 
Britain.  What  is  the  use  of  sending  work  out  of  the 
country,  and  of  depriving  our  men  of  the  means  of 
living?  Every  time  we  give  a  contract  of  this  nature 
to  a  foreign  country,  we  are  helping  to  reduce  our 
power  of  steel  competition. 

Mr.  Frank  Smith  (Sec.)  said:  I  voted  on  the  com- 
mittee for  the  Leeds  firm,  and  I  want  to  justify  my 
vote  051  the  Committee,  and  also  my  vote  here  on  the 
same  proposal.  1  hear  a  great  deal  about  competition. 
I  can  only  agree  to  competition  so  long  as  the  condi- 
tions that  control  the  competition  are  equal.  If  the 
conditions  in  Germany  were  the  same  as  the  conditions  in 
this  country,   1  should  have  nothing  to  say.. 
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So  long  as  we  are  prepared  to  accept  contracts 
without  regard  to  the  wages  paid  or  the  conditions  of 
labour  observed,  we  are  doing  two  things.  We  are 
stereotyping  the  wage  of  the  sweated  worker,  and  en- 
dangering the  position  of  the  better-paid  worker, 
because  the  fair  employer  paying  a  deoent  wage  will 
ultimately  say,  "  So  long  as  I  am  paying  decent  wages 
I  am  handicapped  in  competition  with  my  competitors." 

1  have  the  report  from  the  Labour  Party  that  went 
to  Germany,  and  I  find  this  statement  with  regard  to 
the  German  steel  trade  in  comparison  with  the  British : 
"The  wages  of  the  German  steel  workers  are  much 
lower  than  those  of  the  British  steel  worker.  There 
were  two  shifts  of  men,  each  working  12  hours." 

Major  C.  Levita  (M.R.)  said:  With  regard  to  these 
bounties,  Mr.  Ward  said  he  was  not  aware  that  they 
could  be  traced.  I  need  only  refer  him  to  the  answer 
given  by  Mr.  Buxton  in  the  House  of  Commons  on 
June  14,  1911,  when  that  staunch  defender  of  Free 
Trade,  Mr.  Chiozza  Money,  asked  the  President  of  the 
Board  of  Trade  if  he  would  "  state  the  nature  of  the 
arrangement  by  which  the  German  steel  syndicate  pays 
an  export  bounty  to  its  members ;  the  amount  of  the 
bounty ;  what  aggregate  sums  have  been  paid  in 
bounties  by  the  syndicate  since  its  formation  ;  and  what 
is  the  economic  effect  of  the  arrangement  upon  (iorman 
I-rcifiurtion  and  export?"  Mr.  Buxton  said:  "I  under- 
stand that  the  arrangement  in  question  is  one  whereby 
the  makers  of  certain  classes  of  steel  manufactures 
receive  from  the  syndicate  controlling  the  sale  of  the 
steel  used  by  them  a  sum  (varying  from  time  to 
time>  for  every  ton  of  more  finished  goods  exported, 
this  sum  being  allowed  as  a  rebate  on  the  price  of 
the  steel  used  in  the  manufacture  of  the  goods. 
It  appear-,  therefore,  that  such  '  bounties  '  arc  not 
given  in  respect  of  goods  manufactured  for  export  by 
firms  who  themselves  make  the  steel.      Recent  accounts 
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of  the  arrangement  will  be  found  in  the  Report  for 
1909  of  His  Majesty's  Consul-General  at  Frankfort 
(Annual  Series  No.  4,570)  and  the  previous  reports 
therein  referred  to."  Mr.  Buxton  went  on  to  say: 
"  I  am  informed  that  the  '  bounty '  at  present  paid 
is  15  marks*  per  ton  of  exported  manufactures,  but  I 
have  no  information  as  to  the  aggregate  sums  which 
have  been  paid  by  the  steel  syndicate  since  its' 
formation." 

Mr.  Goodrich  (M.R.)  said:  I  and  those  who 
believe  in  this  jx>licy,  believe  in  the  policy  of  filling 
the  workshops  and  emptying  the  workhouses.  The 
Leader  of  the  Progressive  Party  believes  in  the  other 
policy. 

The  Right  Hon.  W.  Hayes  Fisher,  M.P.  (M.R.); 
said:  I  understand  Mr.  Gosling  and  Sir  John  Benn  to 
say  that  all  they  care  about  is  that  there  shall  be  a  fair 
wages  clause.  They  do  not  care  whether  the  hours  are 
long  or  short ;  whether  it  be  black  labour,  yellow  labour, 
or  white  labour ;  whether  it  be  10s.  a  day  or  2|d.  a 
day;  it  does  not  matter  so  long  as  the  employers 
and  the  employed  have  agreed,  and  that  it  is 
the  wage  agreed  and  accepted  in  the  neighbourhood 
or  the  locality.  Tliat  is  the  actual  policy  laid  down 
by  a  prominent  leader  of  the  Labour  Party.  Let  him 
state  that  to  his  supporters,  and  I  undertake  to  say  he 
will  not  long  remain  a  Labour  leader. 

Look  at  the  Engineer's  estimate,  which  he  has  made 
for  these  rails,  and  you  will  see  that  the  tender  of  the 
British  firm  is  actually  lower  than  the  estimate  of  our 
own  Engineer.  Our  own  Engineer  estimated  that  we 
should  have  to  pay  £26,768.  The  tender  of  Messrs. 
Scott,  which  the  Highways  Committee  is  recommending, 
is  below  that  estimate.    It  is  £26,592. 


*  15  marks  are  equal  in  amount  to  las.  of  t.nglisii  money. 
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The  Council  subsequently  divided  on  Mr.  Ward's  motion, 
when  there  voted  ior  the  motion — 31. 


Adler,  Miss  (P.)   | 

Benn,  Sir  J.  W. 
Hray,  R. 

Hriant,  F.  ,, 

Buxton,  A.  F.  (M.l^.; 

Chapman,  T.  (P.^ 

Claremont,  A.  W.  „ 

Cotton,  H.  E.  A.  {THUr) 
Rdmonds,  G.  ,, 

Ciautrey,  T.  ,, 

(iilbert,  J.  D. 
Gillett,  G.  M. 
Gordon,  H.  H. 

Gosling,  H.  (Lab. 

1  laddo,  Lord  (P. 

Harris.  1'.  A,  {Teller) 


Headlam,  Kev.  Stewart 
Hobson,  T.  F. 
Holmes,  J.  Stanley 
Jesson,  C. 
Leon,  A.  L. 
Lloyd-Taylor.  W. 
McDougall,  Sir  John 
Mathew,  C.  J. 
Russell,  Arthur  B.  (D.C.) 
Shepheard,  A  J. 
Smallwood,  E, 
Smith,  F.  S. 
Ward,  Henrv 
Warren,  W.'R. 
Wilson,  A. 


(I'O 


(Lab.) 
(P.) 


(Soc.) 
(P.) 


Against  Mr.  Ward's  motion — 46. 


Alexander,  Sir  George 

Anderton,  F.  R. 

Barrett,  W.  F. 

Brandon,  Jocelyn 

Carter,  V.  H. 

Cavaye,  Col.  W.  F. 

Cobb.  C.  S, 

Denison-Pender,  J.  C.  D, 

Dove,  F.  L. 

Fasten,  E.  (j. 

Fisher,  Rt.  Hon  W.  Hayes 

f.ates   P. 

(iilbert,  John  W. 

GolT,  T.  C.  1-:.  {Teller) 

Gray,  Major  Ernest 

Greenwood,  H.  J. 

Greville,  Lord 

Hall,  F.  {Telley) 

Hill,  Viscount 

Hill,  J.  C. 

Holland,  P<ernard 

Huriie,  G.  H. 

Hunt,  William 


(M.R.) 


Hunter,  J.  H. 
Jackson,  Cyril 
Jones,  G.  W.  H. 
Karslake,  J.  B.  P. 
Lewis-Barned,  Major  H,  B. 
Lorden,  J.  W. 
Lygon,  Hon.  H. 
Machell,  P.  W. 
Meinertzhagen,  E.  L. 
Morrow,  F,  St.  John 
Naylor,  G.  K. 
Norman,  R.  C. 
Pi  Id  itch,  P.  E. 
Rostron,  L.  \V.  S. 
Rowe,  H.  V. 
Sebag-Montefiore,  R.  M. 
Simmons,  P.  C. 
Squires,  W.  J. 
Stanhope,  Earl 
Taylor,  Andrew  T. 
Thompson,  W.  W  hi  taker 
Thynne,  Lord  Alexander 
Wood.  H.  K. 


(M.R.) 


The  original  motion,  to  the  effect  that  the  tender  ot 
Walter  Scott,  Ltd.,  of  Leeds,  should  be  accepted,  was  then 
put  to  the  vote,  when  there  voted  : — 

For  the  motion — 4L 

Alexander,  Sir  George  (M.R.)  j  Cobb,  C.  S  {MM.) 

Anderton,  F.  R.  „  i  Dove,  F.  L.  „ 

Brandon,  Jocelyn  „  |  Easton,  E.  G. 

Carter,  F.  H.  „  i   Fisher,  Rt.  Hon.  W.  Haves 

Cavaye,  Col.  W.  F.  „  !  Gates,  P. 
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('.ilbert,  John  W. 

(M.l^,) 

i-ygon,  Hon   H 

(M.R.) 

(Joff,  T.  C.  E.  (Teller) 

., 

Machell,  P.  W. 

Tiosling,  H. 

(Lah.) 

Meinertzhagen,  E.  L. 

•/iray,  Major  Ernest 

(M  R.) 

Morrow,  V.  St.  John 

(keenwood,  H.  J. 

,, 

Navlor,  G.  K. 

Hall,  F.  {TeUer) 

., 

Kostron,  L.  W.  S. 

Hill,  \'i?count 

?5 

Rowe,  H.  V. 

" 

Hill,  J.  C. 

Sebag-Montehore,  R.  M. 

Holland,  Bernard 

„ 

Simmons,  P.  C. 

Hunt,  William 

,, 

Smith,  F.  S. 

fS^.) 

Hunter,  J.  H. 

„ 

Stanhope,  Earl 

(M.R.) 

Jackson.  Cyril 

., 

Taylor,  Andrew  '1". 

Jones,  G.W.  H. 

Jt 

Thompson,  W.  Whi taker 

Karslake,  J.  B.  P. 

•1 

Thynne,  Lord  Alexander 

9; 

Lewis- Earned,  Major  H.  B. 

Wood,  H.  K, 

Lorden,  J.  W. 

" 

Against  the  n-jotion— 23. 

y\dler,  Miss 

0'.) 

Harris,  P.  A.  (Telley) 

(P-) 

Eenn,  Sir  J.  W. 

,, 

Headlam,  Rev.  Stewart 

)9 

Briant,  F. 

" 

Holmes,  J,  Stanley 

Chapman,  T. 

Leon,  A.  L. 

Claremont,  A.  W. 

Lloyd-Taylor,  W. 

jj 

Cotton,  H.E.  A.  (Teller) 

Mathew,  C.  J. 

fj 

Edmonds,  G. 

J'Jussell,  Arthur  B.  (D.C.) 

99 

(iautrey,  T. 

Smallwood,  E. 

Gilbert,  J.  D. 

Ward,  Henry 

)> 

Gillett,  G.  M. 

Warren,  W.R. 

Gordon,  H,  H. 

Wilson,  A. 

j^ 

Haddo,  Lord 

.,              1 

The  original  motion  was  accordingly  carried  in  the  teeth 
of  strong  Progressive  opposition. 

On  November  -j,  1912,  the  Highways  Committee 
presented  a  Report  to  the  Council  pn  the  tenders 
received  for  the  supply  of  0,000  driving- wheel  and 
r>,000  pony- wheel  steel  tyres  for  electric  cars.  The 
lowest  tender  received  was  from  the  British  agents  for  a 
French  firm,  but  was  not  in  accordance  with  specifica- 
tion. They  therefore  recommended  the  acceptance  of 
the  next  lowest  tender,  that  of  Messrs.  John  Batt  &  Co., 
who  proposed  to  sub -let  the  contract  to  a  firm  at 
Cologne  and  to  another  elsewhere  in  Germany. 

My.  W.  Whitaker  Thompson  (M.R.)  said  it-  was 
his  opinion  that  they  ought  not  to  go  out  of  the 
country  to  provide  themselves  with  pony- wheel  tyres. 
He  saw  nothing  now  or  at  the  meeting  of  the  committee 
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that  led  him  to  support  the  choosing  of  foreign-made 
tyres  as  against  the  British-made.  With  a  view  to  raising 
the  whole  question,  and  in  order  that  the  committee 
might  reconsider  their  decision  and  choose,  he  hoped, 
the  lowest  British  tender,  he  moved  the  reference  back 
of  the  Report. 

Mr.   W.   Hunt   (M.R.)  seconded  the  motion. 

Mr.  W.  Yeo  (P.)  supported  the  Report  of  the 
committee,  who,  he  remarked,  had  given  very  careful 
consideration  to  the  matter,  and  were  perfectly  satis- 
fied that  the  mileage  wear  and  tear  would  be  in  excess 
of  anything  from  the  British  firms.  It  was  the  bogey 
of  Tariff  Reform  u.  Free  Trade  over  again. 

J'he  motion  was  carried,  with  the  result  that  this 
Recoinmcndation  of  the  Highways  Committee  was 
referred  back.* 

The  policy  of  the  Municipal  Reform  Party,  as  con- 
trasted with  that  of  the  Progressive-Socialist  Party,  in 
regard  to  this  most  important  question  of  Foreign  Con- 
tracts, has  only  clearly  to  be  explained  to  the  industrial 
working  classes  in  this  great  city  to  commend  Itself  both 
to  the  man  who  is  in  work  and  to  the  man  who  has  lost 
his  job.  The  working  man  will  find  it  to  his  real  advan 
tage  to  protect  himself  against  the  mischievous  extrava- 
gance of  the  Progressive  Socialist  Party,  rather  than 
to  pursue  the  Socialist  will-of-the  wisp.  His  direct  in- 
terest, therefore,  lies  in  supporting  the  return  to  office 
of  a  Municipal  Reform  majority,  both  in  the  Borough 
Councils  and  in  the  London  County  Council. 

The  jjolicy  of  the  Municipal  Reform  Party  in  giving 
a  preference  of  10  to  12  per  cent,  to  British  manu- 
facturers as  against  foreign  firms  has  proved  so  popular 
that  the  Progressives  are  endeavouring  at  the  present 

*  As  a  consequence  of  this  reference  bade,  the  Highways  Coinniittee, 
in  a  later  report  (see  L.C.C.  A,(:enila  for  November  20, 1912,  p.  27),  brought 
up  a  retommondation  in  favour  of  thr-  contract  being  given  to  an  Englisli 
hrm,  the  work  to  l>e  done-  in  I.ngland. 
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time  to  belittle  their  opjjonents  because  every  contract 
given  out  by  the  L.C.C.  has  not  been  placed  at  home. 
As  a  consequence,  the  Progressives  are  striving  to  make 
capital  out  of  three  instances  quoted  in  a  recent  issue 
of  The  Daily  News.  It  is  stated  that  on  October  25, 
1910,  a  contract  was  given  to  a  foreign  tirm  for  driving 
wheel  tyres  at  the  cost  of  £4,080.  This  is  perfectly. 
true,  but  the  Progressive  organ  does  not  state  that  the 
lowest  tender  guaranteeing  the  work  to  be  done  at 
home  amounted  to  £4,800,  the  difference  between  the 
two  tenders,  therefore,  amounted  to  about  20  per  cent. 
In  regard  to  the  second  case  quoted,  the  tenders  showed 
a  difference  of  40  per  cent.  The  third  instance  was  in 
connection  with  pony  wheel  tyres,  and  here  the  foreign 
tender  accepted  was  for  £2,141  13s.  4d.,  the  lowest 
British  price  being  £3,833  6s.  8d.,  a  difference  of 
over  50  per  cent.  As  in  ali  these  cases  the  difference 
was  much  greater  than  what  was  laid  down  by  the 
Municipal  Reformers  as  their  policy^  it  shows  how  badly 
off  the  Progressives  are  for  electioneering  ammunitiou 
when  they  have  to  stoop  to  tactics  such  as  these. 

A    Radical-Progrressive   Dictum   on    London 
Unemployment. 

In  conclusion,  it  is  thought  desirable  to  draw  atten- 
tion to  the  following  extract  from  an  article  by  Mr, 
Chiozza  Money,  M.P.,  which  appeared  in  The  Daily. 
News  and  Leader  of  August  23,  1912.  The  statement 
is  deserving  of  notice  since  it  emanates  from  the  pei 
statistician  of  the  Radical- Progressive  Party.  It  shows 
how  urgent  is  the  need  for  the  policy  of  British  work 
for  British  workmen,  and  London  work  for  London 
men  which  the  Municipal  Reform  Party  has  so  actively 
championed  throughout  London. 

"  The  begging  boy  is  becoming  a  much  too  common 
object  of  the  London  thoroughfares,  and  it  is  becoming 
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exceedingly  difficult  to  escape  his  attentions.  I  liave 
been  greatly  struck  by  the  rapid  growth  of  this  deplor- 
able feature  in  recent  years.  Its  distribution  is  so  wide, 
it  is  to  be  met  with  at  points  so  numerous,  that  it  is  to 
be  feared  that  the  beggar-boys  of  London  must  aggre- 
gate thousands.  I  cannot  remember  that  10  or  15 
years  ago  such  a  large  quantity  of  juvenile  professional 
begging  existed,  nor  can  I  remember  meeting  in  a 
day  about  London  1 0  years  ago  as  many  dirty  and 
ragged  boys  without  shoes  or  stockings  as  now  disgracci 
om  thoroughfares.  It  is  quite  probable  that  the 
quantity  of  extreme  poverty  in  London  has  very 
seriously  increased  in  the  last  10  or  15  years.  The 
wages  of  unskilled  London  workmen,  and  as  to  a 
considerable  pronortion  of  the  skilled  labourers  of 
London,  have  been  stationary  in  the  last  decade.  £ven 
for  the  skilled  labourer  who  has  received  an  increased 
wage  there  has  been  a  faU  in  purchasing  power,  while 
for  the.  unskilled  workman  whose  wage  has  been 
stationary,  or  nearly  so,  -there  has  been  a  very  great 
fall  in  purchasing  power.  For  society  as  a  whole,  the 
incredible  survival  of  such  forms  of  po\crty  in  London 
in  lf)12  is  a  terrible  reproach." 


ADDENDUM. 

Labour    Members    thank    Municipal 
Reformers. 

Since  the  above  was  written,  at  the  meeting  of  tlie 
L.C.C,  held  on  December  17,  1912,  the  Establishment 
Committee  reported  that  it  was  in  a  position  to  ask  the 
Council  to  proceed  with  the  erection  of  the  super- 
structure of  the  new  County  Hall,  and  recommended 
diat  tenders  be  invited  from  selected  firms  for  the 
construction  of  the  hall.  Mr.  Dew,  a  Labour  repre- 
sentative, moved,  and  Mr.  CK)sling,  the  deputy-chaimian 
(P.),  seconded,  the  addition  of  the  following  words:     - 

"  .And  that,  in  order  that  the  execution  of  the 
ioinery  and  stone  work  may  be  effectively  supervised  on 
•behalf  of  the  Council,  the  form  of  contract  do  provide 
for  the  joinery  and  .stone  work,  except  granite,  to  be 
prepared  within  a  radius  of  20  miles  from  Charing 
Cross." 

The  Mimi<-ipal  Reformers  accepted  this,  and  it  w;is 
aKondingly  at  <ni(  e  adopted.  iVIr.  Dew  thanked  the 
Council,  on  behalf  of  the  workers  of  London,  for  having 
accepted  and  adopted  this  valuable  addition  to  the  report. 


THE    L.C.C.    AND    THE 

HOUSING  OF  THE  WORKING 

CLASSES. 


A  Brief  Resume'of  the  Work  of  tlie  Municipal  Reformers, 

By  Sir  A.  Griffith  Boscawen,  M.P.,  L.C.C.  (late 
Chairman  of  the  Council's  Housing  Committee). 


In  no  department  of  public  work  have  the  Municipal 
Reform  Party  shown  greater  activity  and  achieved  more 
satisfactory  results  than  in  the  matter  of  the  Housing 
of  the  Working  Classes. 

It  will  be  remembered  that  when  the  L.C.C.  was 
first  established  in  1889,  the  Council,  irrespective  of 
party  divisions,  decided  quite  rightly  that  the  question 
of  Housing  must  be  vigorously  taken  in  hand.  Not- 
withstanding all  that  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
had  done  (and  it  would  be  unjust  to  pass  over  the 
great  work  that  they  had  accomplished)  the  conditions 
under  which  a  large  proportion  of  the  working  classes 
were  housed  were  deplorable  in  the  extreme.  Vast  areas 
of  horrible  slums  existed,  rookeries  and  blind  allies, 
where  neither  sun  nor  air  could  penetrate,  where  the 
death  rate  frequently  amounted  to  40  per  thousand, 
and  where  those  who  survived  (and  only  the  fittest 
could  survive;  carried  with  them  the  effects  of  their 
early  surroundings  all  their  lives  in  the  shape  ^  of 
physical  and  moral  degeneracy.  These  were  the 
results  of  the  glorious  policy  of  laissez  /aire  which 
Whigs  and  philosophical  Radicals  (so-called)  inflicted 
lipon  lis  in  the  middle  of  the  nineteenth  century,  when 
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there  were  no  housing  regulations  and  no  building 
bye-laws,  and  everybody  did  what  was  right  in  his  own 
eyes  and  planted  as  many  miserable  hovels  to  the  acre 
as  he  could  for  the  accommodation  of  the  poor  people 
who  were  attracted  to  London  in  search  of  employment. 
Fortunately  for  the  nation,  Lords  Shaftesbury, 
Beaconsfield  and  Salisbury  drew  public  attention  to 
this  deplorable  state  of  affairs,  and  a  series  of  Acts  was 
passed  by  Conservative  Governments  regulating  the 
conditions  of  Housing  and  giving  extensive  powers  to 
Local  Authorities,  culminating  in  the  great  Housing  of 
the  AVorking  Classes  Act  of  1890. 

Early    Work    of  the    Council. 

It  was  this  code  of  law  which  the  London  County 
Council  was  called  upon  to  administer,  and  the  Council 
attacked  the  work  vigorously.  We  may  quite  justly 
criticise  some  of  the  methods  of  the  early  Progressives; 
especially  their  plan  of  writing  down  the  value  of 
Housing  estates  to  a  mere  nominal  figure,  irrespective 
even  of  the  "  housing  value  "  put  upon  them  by  the 
CounciLs  valuer,  in  order  to  make  them  to  appear  to 
pay.  In  their  main  object,  however,  of  clearing  slums 
by  means  of  improvement  and  reconstruction  schemes 
they  were  undoubtedly  on  the  right  lines,  and  received 
the  support  of  the  Council  as  a  whole.  Nobody  can 
deny,  for  example,  that  the  striking  of  the  notorious 
Boundary  Street  area  off  the  map  of  London  was  a 
really  great  and  beneficent  work,  which  has  been  an 
immense  improvement,  not  only  in  Bethnal  Green  but  in 
the  County  generally,  for  such  insanitary  districts  are 
plague  spots,  the  continued  existence  of  which  is  a 
tiimger  to  the  whole  of  the  Metropolis. 

A    Chang^e    in    Policy. 

Unfortunately,  about  the  year  1900,  the  Progressives 
appeared  to  tire  of  this  kind  of  work,  which  undoubtedly 
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was  very  costly,  and  instead  of  proceedmg  with  it  they 
embarked  on  a  new  policy,  viz.,  the  provision  of  a  large 
amount  of  new  houses  voluntarily,  i.e.,  not  in  connection 
with  an  improvement  scheme  which  demanded  the  re- 
housing of  the  people  displaced.  Accordingly,  using 
their  powers  under  Part  III.  of  the  Housing  Act,  1800, 
as  amended  by  subsequent  Acts  of  Parliament,  they 
proceeded  to  sink  vast  sums  of  money  in  purchasing 
four  great  estates  in  the  suburbs  of  London,  buying 
land  almost  indiscriminately  and  refusing  to  undertake 
any  more  clearance  schemes,  even  though  areas  were 
represented  as  insanitary  by  the  local  Medical  Officers 
of  Health. 

It  is  easy  to  show  the  futility  of  such  a  policy.  N-o 
public  authority  can  ever  become  the  chief  provider  of 
houses  for  the  people,  nor  is  it  desirable  that  it  should, 
and  the  London  County  Council  soon  found  itself 
competing  very  unsuccessfully  with  private  enterprise, 
while  the  largest  of  its  estates,  viz.,  the  White  Hart 
Lane  Estate  at  Tottenham,  was  so  badly  situated  that 
after  ten  years'  work  only  40  acres  out  of  225  were 
partially  developed,  and  of  the  houses  built,  a  very 
large  proportion  could  not  be  let ;  in  fact,  when  I  first 
joined  the  Housing  Committee  in  1910,  37  per  cent,  of 
the  houses  on  this  estate  were  empty. 

Municipal    Reform    Administration. 

In  March,  1907,  the  Progressives  were  turned  out 
of  office,  and  the  Government  of  London  passed  to  the 
Municipal  Reformers.  The  various  problems  con- 
fronting our  Party  were  difficult  in  the  extreme.  The 
debt  of  London  and  the  rates  had  been  rushed  up  by 
the  Progressives  to  such  a  point,  and  the  commitments 
of  the  Council  were  so  great,  that  it  was  necessary  to 
"  go  slow  "'  in  all  departments.  The  Housing  Committee 
for  1907-10,  therefore,  was  compelled  to  abstain  from 
any  expensive  housing  schemes,  but  they  did  excellent 
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work  by  gradually  developing  on  cautious  lines  the 
large  estates  which  had  been  left  on  their  hands,  and 
by  placing  some  of  the  other  housing  schemes  of  the 
Progressives  on  a  sound  financial  basis.  That  nothing 
further  was  accomplished  was  not  their  fault,  but, 
the  fault  of  the  hair-brained  Progriessive  schemes  of 
steamboats,  etc.,  and  the  wastefulness  of  the  Works 
Department,  now  happily  abolished,  which  left  no 
money  for  attending  to  the  homes  of  the  poor  of 
London. 

After  the  L.C.C.  Election  of  March,  1910,  how- 
ever, a  development  took  place.  The  finances  of 
London  had  been  somewhat  restored  by  three  years  of 
prudent  go\ernment  under  the  Municipal  Reform 
Party;  and  the  Housing  problem  was  once  more 
attacked  with  vigour.  The  first  care  of  the  new' 
Committee  was  to  endeavour  to  put  the  four  suburban 
estates*  on  a  proper  basis.  Thanks  to  the  efforts  of 
the  previous  Committee,  the  Totterdown  Fields  Estate 
was  now  beginning  to  do  better,  and  an  improvement 
was  also  visible  at  Norbury,  the  ridiculous  brickfield 
there  ha\  ing  been  closed.  A  start  was  also  made 
in  the  development  of  the  Old  Oak  Estate,  Hammersmith, 
whicli  had  been  acquired  by  the  Progressives  from  the 
Ecclesiastical  Commissioners  in  1905,  but  w'hich  they 
had  nev-er  developed,  thus  losing  thousands  a  year  in 
interest ;  and  in  a  few  months'  time  from  now  the  whole 
(jf  the  Western  portion  will  be  covered  with  houses. 

Development  of  the    White    Hart    Lane 
Estate. 

But  the  great  problem  was  the  White  Hart  Lane 
Estate.  Here  the  Progressives  had  acquired  no  less 
than  225  acres  in  one  of  the  poorest  parts  of  suburban 
London,  and  with  no  proper  access. 

•  These  are  the  Totterdown  Fields  Estate,  Tooting ;  the  Norbury 
Estate,  near  Croydon ;  the  Old  Oak  Estate,  Hammersmith  ;  and  the 
White   Hart    Lane   Estate,  Tottenham. 
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A  minute's  reflection  will  show  that  anything  more 
unsound  than  to  build  a  vast  city  of  the  poor  all  of 
the  working  class,  huddled  together  in  one  spot, 
could  not  be  imagined,  and  the  first  object  of  the  new. 
Committee  was  to  cut  it  down  to  workable  dimensions. 
They  therefore  carried  a  motion  in  the  Council  i^ 
July,  1910,  to  sell  the  Northern  and  Western  sections, 
a  proposition  which  was  strongly  opposed  by  the 
Progressives.*  In  part  of  this  they  were  frustrated  by 
Mr.  John  Burns  at  the  Local  Government  Board 
(playing  doubtless  into  the  Progressives'  hands),  who 
refused  to  sanction  the  sale  of  the  Western  section. 
Not  deterred  by  this,  the  Municipal  Reformers  pro- 
ceeded in  the  following  year  to  bring  up  a  scheme'  to 
"  town-plan  "  the  whole  of  the  estate  not  yet  developed, 
i.e.,  to  introduce  a  better-class  element  and  a  superior 
type  of  house,  instead  of  confining  the  whole  of,  it  to 
workmen's  dwellings,  and  they  succeeded  in  the  session 
of  1912  in  carrying  a  private  Bill  through  Parliament 
to  accomplish  this  object,  though  here  again  certain 
re.strictions  have  been  imposed  at  tiie  instance  of  the 
Local  Govermnent  Board. 

It  is  to  be  hoped  that  before  long  a  small  garden 
city  may  be  built  on  this  estate  with  frequent  open 
spaces  and  generous  planning  and  laying  out  of  roads, 
and  that  the  white  elephant  at  Tottenham  bequeathed 
by  the  Progressives  may  disappear. 

Besides  this,  various  administrative  improvements 
have  been  effected  in  that  part  of  the  estate  already 
developed  with  workmen's  dwellings.  One  of  the  first 
acts  of  the  new  Committee  was  to  meet  a  deputation 
of  the  tenants  and  to  hear  their  grievances.  Most  of 
these  have  been  met,  and  eloquent  testimony  has  been 
borne  by  the  Tenants"  Association  to  the  improvements 
effected. 


*  A  full  report  of   this   Debate  appears  in  London    Municipal    Notes 
for  September,  1910,  p.  105,  et  stq. 
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Progressive    Approbation. 

The  following  letter,  which  appeared  in  the  Star 
of  July  30th,  1910,  deserves  attention.  The  writer, 
it  will  be  noticed,  is  the  Chairrnan  of  the  Progressive 
Association  in  the  district  where  the  estate  is  actually 
situated :  — 

"THE    TOTTENHAM    HOUSING    SITE. 

"  Sir, — A  deal  of  twaddle  has  been  written  re 
the  Housing  Committee's  decision  to  lease  or  sell  a 
part  of  the  Tottenham  estate;  but  to  one  who  lives 
on  the  estate  as  an  L.C.C.  tenant,  and  who  has 
followed  the  history  and  growth  of  the  estate  for  some 
years,  the  decision  is  a  wise  one,  for  a  large  portion 
of  the  estate  is  absolutely  unsuited  for  the  erection 
of  working  class  dwellings,  owing  to  the  distance  at 
which  it  is  situated  from  any  line  of  communication. 
The  present  Housing  Committee  have  done  more  to 
develop  the  estate  and  make  it  attractive  to  residents 
than  any  pravious  committee,  and  the  best  thanks  of 
the  residents  are  given  the  Housing  Committee  for  the 
courtesy  and  sympathy  with  which  the  tenants'  requests 
have  been  received  and  granted. 

■'  The  one  thing  nccessiiry  for  the  development  of 
the  estate  is  a  system  of  comjiounding  which  we  are 
"^till  striving  for.  Had  the  estate  been  developed  upon 
the  lines  which  the  first  Progressive  Housing  Committee 
started,  it  would  have  been  an  ugly,  barracky, 
depressing  conglomeration  of  houses ;  now  it  is  an 
ideal  spot. 

Yours,   etc., 

"J.    Taylor.  Chair7?iati. 
"  Lordship  Lane  Progressive  Association, 
127,  Tower  Gardens  Road, 

"Tottenham,  N." 

To  this  letter,  the  Editor  of  the  Star  appended 
ilic  f((l]()wing  note : 

"  We  are  pleased  to  pive  Mr.  Taylor's  letter,  which  may  be  said  to  put 
the  Tottenham  view  rather  than  the  London  view  of  this  question.  His 
point  AS  to  the  distance  from  any  line  of  communication  cannot  be  a  very 
serious  one,  as  lines  of  communication  may  be  easily  made  to  serve 
localifio  that   want  them.      The  system   of  compounding— which,  by  the 
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way,  has  been  consistently  discouraged  by  the  Moderate  party — cannot,  of 
course,  be  set  up  without  the  assent  of  the  local  authority  at  Tottenham. 

"The  evidence  that  Mr.  Taylor  supplies  of  the  changing  attitude  on 
the  part  of  the  L.C  C.  Moderates  towards  working-class  housing  schemes 
is  very  welcome.  Perhaps  before  they  leave  office  they  will  be  as  well 
satisfied  as  to  the  value  of  Progressive  housing  policy  as  they  now 
admittedly  are  as  to  the  value  of  the  Progressive  tramway  policy.'' 

One  improvement  in  connection  v/ith  the  Tottenham 
Housing  Estate  to  which  effect  is  now  being  given  by 
the  Municipal  Reformers  may  be  c|uoted. 

The  Progressives  set  about  building  over  their  huge 
estate  without  apparently  providing  any  of  the  ordinary 
amenities  required  under  such  circumstances.  A  huge 
city  of  the  poor  was  being  erected,  but  there  was 
nowhere  where  the  people  could  meet  for  a  concert,  a 
public  meeting,  or  even  a  Friendly  Society  gathering. 
The  Housing  Committee  have  now  arranged,  with  the 
assent  of  the  Council,  to  erect  a  public  hall,  which 
will  no  doubt  be  a  great  help  in  the  locality,  and  will 
add  to  the  attractions  of  the  estate  and  assist  in  letting 
the  houses.  The  lettings,  indeed,  have  enormously 
improved  already,  thanks  chiefly  to  a  new  system  of 
administration  which  has  been  introduced,  and  at  the 
meeting  of  the  Housing  Committee  held  on  October  8th, 
1912,  the  Housing  Manager  reported  that  there  was  not 
a  single  empty  house  on  the  estate ! 

The   Slum    Probietn. 

The  Committee  next  turned  their  attention  to  the 
question  of  the  slums.  It  is  no  doubt  often  asserted 
now  that  slum- clearing  is  bad  policy,  and  that  the 
money  so  spent  could  be  far  better  expended  in  building 
garden  cities  on  the  outskirts  of  towns.  'In  my  humble 
judgment  this  is  a  fallacy— it  is  the  result  of  carrying 
the  garden  city  idea  to  extremes— excellent  as  the 
garden  city  idea  undoubtedly  is.  The  garden  city 
may  prevent  overcrowding  in  the  centres  of  towns  in 
the  future  and  the  creation  of  fresh  overcrowding, 
but  it  vv'ill  not  drain  existing  slums,  especially  when  it 

1 1 
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is  remembered  that  there  are  always  a  certain  number 
of  people  who  must  live  near  their  work  in  the  centre, 
and  why  should  they  be  condemned  to  live  in  horrible 
and  insanitary  slum  dwellings? 

It  is  also  sometimes  argued  that  instead  of  spending 
large  sums  of  money  in  buying  slum  property  and 
clearing  it  under  Part  I.  of  the  Housing  Act,  1890,  it 
would  be  far  better  to  proceed  under  Part  II.,  com- 
pelling the  owners  to  put  their  houses  in  decent  repair, 
and  issuing  closing  and  demolition  orders  if  they 
refused.  This  is  perfectly  true  in  the  case  of  single 
insanitary  houses  or  very  small  slums,  but  when  you 
get  large  slum  areas,  in  which  through  the  original  faulty 
planning,  the  congestion,  and  the  absence  of  sun  and 
fresh  air,  nothing  short  of  a  complete  reconstruction 
will  ever  make  them  really  sanitary — the  Part  II. 
process  is  no  use ;  and  an  improvement  scheme  under 
Part  I.  is  the  only  way  of  getting  rid  of  such  plague- 
spots.  At  all  events,  the  Legislature  has  imposed  on 
Local  Authorities  the  duty  of  dealing  with  such  areas, 
and  the  Municipal  Reform  Party  felt  it  incumbent 
upon  them  to  carry  out  their  duty. 

Tabard    Street,    Grotto    Place   and 
Crosby  Row  Clearances, 

No  sooner  had  the  new  Housing  Committee  got 
into  working  order  than  the  Medical  Officer  called 
their  attention  to  three  areas  which  had  been  "  repre- 
sented "  as  insanitary  by  the  Medical  Officers  for 
Southwark  and  Bcrmondsey.  They  were  known  as  the 
Tabard  Street,  Grotto  Place  and  Crosby  Row  areas 
respectively.  The  Committee  immediately  inspected 
these  areas,  viewing  them  repeatedly  and  gaining  all 
possible  information.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  their 
condition  was  exceedingly  bad. 

The   Housing  of  the   Working  Classes   Committee, 
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in  a  Report  dated  October  19th,  1910,*  which  came 
before  the  Council  on  November  8th,  1910,  supplied 
the  following  particulars  of  the  death  rates  in  the 
three  ^reas  mentioned  above  as  compared  with  the 
death  rates  in  their  respective  Boroughs  and  in  the 
whole  of  London.  These  are  set  out  in  the  following 
table :  — 


1 

Average  Yearly  Death-Rate  per  Thousand. 

All  Causes. 

Phthisis. 

Principal 
Epidemic 
Diseases. 

Period  1904-8. 

London 
Southwark 
Tabard  Street  area 

Period  1905-9. 

London 
Southwark 
Grotto  Place  area 
Bermondsey 
Crosby  Row  area 

14-9 
18-2 
36-8 

14-5 
17-5 

39-1 
18-9 
80-9 

1-44 
2-09 
3-88 

1-38 

1-98 
6-10 

1-87 
2-46 

1-71 

2-29 
6-07 

1-54 
L-99 

2-60 
2-38 
6-27 

"  It  will  be  seen,"  continues  the  same  report,  "  that 
the  death  rate  from  all  causes  of  mortality  in  the 
Tabard  Street  area  was  more  than  twice  that  of  the 
Metropolitan  Borough  of  Southwark,  which  was,  in 
the  same  period,  considerably  above  that  of  London 
as  a  whole.  The  death  rate  from  phthisis  in  the  area 
v/as  nearly  twice  that  of  the  Borough  and  nearly  three 
times  that  of  London.  The  death  rate  from  the 
principal  epidemic  diseases  was  more  than  two  and  a 
half  times  that  of  the  Borough  and  more  than  three 
and  a  half  times  that  of  London. 

"  The  Grotto  Place  and  Crosby  Road  {sic)  areas 
are  small  for  the  calculation  of  reliable  death  rates, 
but  the  figures  that  have  been  obtained  show  that  in 
the  former  area  the  death  rate  from  all  causes  was 
more  than  tv/ice,  that  from  phthisis  more  than  three 
times,  and  that  from  the  principal  epidemic  diseases 
nearly  one  and  a  half  times  that  of  Southwark.     The 

-See  L.C.C.  Minutes,  p.  899. 
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death  rate  from  all  causes  in  the  Crosby  Row  area  was 
more  tlian  one  and  a  half  times,  that  from  phthisis 
nearly  one  and  a  half  times,  and  that  from  the  principal 
epidemic  diseases  more  tlian  two  and  a  half  times  the 
corresponding  death  rate  of  Bermondsey." 

It  is  curious  to  note  that  two  of  these  areas, 
\\z.  :  Grotto  Place  and  Crosby  Row  and  a  portion 
of  the  Tabard  Street  area,  had  been  previously 
represented  to  the  Council,  but  the  Progressive 
majority,  who  at  that  time  were  fully  occupied  with 
their  land  purchase  policy,  refused  to  deal  with  them. 
The  facts  are  as  follows: — In  the  year  1889,  an  official 
representation  was  made  to  the  Council  with  regard 
to  certain  houses  in  Wickham  Place  and  Wickham 
Court,  situated  in  the  Tabard  Street  area,  but  on 
April  1st,  1890,  the  Council  decided  that  the  area 
was  unsuited  for  the  application  of  the  Acts  by  reason 
of  its  limited  size. 

The  Grotto  Place  area  was  included  in  an  official 
representation  made  under  Part  I.  of  the  Housing 
Act,  1890,  upon  which  the  Council's  Housing  of  the 
Working  Classes  Committee  reported  on  October  17th, 
1899.  At  that  time  the  Committee  v/ere  not  prepared 
to  recommend  the  Council  to  deal  with  the  area  under 
P.-irt  I.  of  the  Act,  although  at  the  time  they  stated 
l)iat  the  condition  of  the  houses  was  such  as  to  make 
their  re-arrangement   a  matter  for  consideration. 

The  Crosby  Row  area  was  officially  represented  as 
rai  unhealthy  area  iii  the  year  1904,  but  the  Council 
on  March  2Hth,  1905,  expressed  the  opinion  that  the 
area  was  too  small  to  be  dealt  with  under  Part  I.  of 
the  Act  of  1890. 

After  their  inspection  of  the  Tabard  Street,  Grotto 
Place,  and  Crosby  Row  areas,  the  Housing  Committee 
instructed  the  Officers  to  draw  up  a  scheme,  which, 
after  full   consideration,   was  submitted  to  the  Council 
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on  November  8lh,  1910,  and  carried  unanimously.* 
The  scheme  contemplated  the  entire  clearance  of  some 
16  acres  of  the  v/orst  slums  in  London,  the  creation  of 
an  open  space  of  5^  acres  close  to  St.  Stephen's 
Church,  Tabard  Street,  which  will  be  the  greatest 
godsend  imaginable  in  this  most  congested  neighbour- 
hood, and  the  rehousing  of  rather  more  than  half  the 
persons  displacedt  in  balcony  block  dwellings  ranged 
round  the  open  space. 

ProgrressJve    Commendatson. 

In  referring  to  this  scheme,  Mr.  Thomas  Hunter, 
a  leading  Progressive  member  of  the  Council,  in  a 
speech  delivered  at  the  Southwark  Mayoral  Banquet, 
held  on  November  6th,  1911,  said: — "  He  would  be 
very  glad  when  that  scheme  was  carried  out,  for  it 
was  on 3  of  the  best  schemes  that  had  ever  been 
carried  out  In  London,  and  would  provide  a  fine  open 
space,  five  acres  in  extent,  for  the  people." 

The  subsequent  stages  of  the  scheme  have  been 
somewhat  tardy,  but  this  has  not  been  the  fault  of 
the  Council,  but  is  entirely  due  to  the  dilatory  pro- 
ceedings of  the  Local  Government  Board  under  the 
control  of  Mr.  John  Burns.  Though  the  scheme  was 
carried  in  the  Council  in  November,  1910,  it  was  not 
till  April,  1911,  that  the  Local  Government  Board's 
public  enquiry  took  place.  The  report  of  the  inspector 
was  not  issued  till  August  of  that  year,  and  then, 
though  the  Council  at  once  agreed  to  the  few  small 
modifications  suggested  by  the  Board,  the  sanction  to 
proceed  was  not  received  till  March,  1912.  The  work, 
however,   is   now   in   hand,   and   when   it   is   completed 


*  See  as  to  this,  London  Municipal  Notes,  November,  1910,  p.  286. 
There  was  a  division  on  a  detail  of  the  scheme,  viz.,  on  the  question  of  the 
number  of  persons  for  whom  "  rehousing"  was  to  be  provided,  but  none  on 
the  main  principle.  . 

t  In  consequence  of  the  large  amount  of  vacant  accommodation  in 
good  repair  in  the  vicinity  and  the  large  amount  of  voluntary  housmg  being 
done  by  the  Council  in  the  suburbs,  it  was  not  thought  necessary  or  wise  to 
rehouse  more  on  the  site. 
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will,  I  believe,  result  in  one  of  the  greatest  improve- 
ments ever  effected  in  the  County  of  London.  No 
doubt  it  will  be  costly — the  estimated  net  expense  to  the 
Council  (omitting  the  re-housing,  which  should  prove 
to  be  remunerative)  being  no  less  than  £387,700, 
including  the  provision  of  the  open  space.  In  view, 
however,  of  the  danger  to  the  whole  county  of  the 
continued  existence  of  such  abominable  slums,  and  the 
physical  degeneration  and  moral  and  mental  depravity 
of  which  they  are  the  cause,  it  cannot  be  held  that  the 
money  will  be  spent  in  vain. 

In  this  connection,  it  is  instructive  to  note  that  the 
Annual  Report  for  1911-12  of  the  Medical  Ofiticer  of 
Health  for  Southwark  alludes  to  the  huge  clearance 
schemes  which  have  recently  been  undertaken  in  the 
slum  area  of  the  Borough.  The  Medical  Officer's 
comment  in  this  Report  is  that  "the  chtinge  has  been 
beneficial  to  the  Borough,  both  to  the  health  of 
the  inhabitants  and  th3  finances  of  the  local 
authority." 

Scheme  to  Enable   Workmen   to  Purchase 
their  Houses. 

One  further  action  on  the  part  of  tiie  Municipal 
Reform  Housing  Committee  may  be  referred  to.  The 
Council,  on  July  27th,  1909,  had  jDassed  a  resolution 
in  favour  of  some  scheme  whereby  working  men  should 
be  able  to  purchase  their  dwellings  on  easy  terms, 
thereby  becoming  owners  of  their  houses,  and  referred 
it  to  the  Housing  Committee  to  bring  up  a  report. 
Towards  the  close  of  1910,  accordingly,  a  special  sub- 
committee was  appointed  to  consider  the  question. 
After  an  exhaustive  encpiiry,  the  sub-committee  brought 
up  a  scheme,  which  was  passed  without  opposition 
through  the  Housing  (.'ommittee,  and  was  submitted  to 
the  Counrjl  in  November,  1911. 
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The  main  features  of  this  scheme  were  that  the 
freehold  should  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  Council, 
but  that  a  tenant  might  purchase  the  lease  of  99  years 
by  making  a  deposit  of  £5  only  and  by  then  paying 
off  the  purchase  money  by  weekly  instalments  during 
the  first  15,  20  or  25  years;  after  which  he  would  have 
to  pay  nothing  but  a  small  ground  rent.  As  an  experi- 
ment, the  Council  proposed  to  try  the  scheme  in  the 
case  of  a  number  of  five-room  cottages  which  were 
being  erected  on  the  Eastern  section  of  the  Old  Oak 
Common  Estate,  facing  Wormwood  Scrubs,  and  the 
rent  of  which  in  the  ordinary  course  (including  rates 
and  the  usual  allowance  for  repairs,  etc.)  would  be 
12s.  6d.  a  week.  If  the  scheme  were  adopted,  the 
purchasing  tenant  would  have  to  pay  14s.  9d.  a  v.'eek 
for  the  first  20  years  (including  rates  and  the  amount 
necessary  for  repairs  on  the  average)  or  2s.  3d.  a  week 
more  than  he  would  be  required  to  pay  as  a  weekly 
tenant.  After  this  period,  he  would  only  pay  6s.  6d. 
a  week  (or  6s.  a  week  less)  for  the  remaining  79  years.* 

If  the  scheme  succeeded  in  the  case  of  these  five- 
room  cottages,  it  was  proposed  to  extend  it  to  smaller 
houses  and  to  other  estates. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  some  such  plan 
w^ould  be  very  attractive  to  a  large  class  of  artisans 
and  others,  and  would  pro^^e  to  be  a  valuable 
means  of  thrift.  A  man  while  he  was  enjoying  good 
health  and  was  getting  good  wages  v/ould  be  very 
glad  to  pay  something  more  than  the  usual  rent  for  a 
period  in  order  to  have  to  pay  very  much  less  later  on 
when  he  might  be  earning  less. 

The  scheme,  as  1  have  said,  passed  the  sub-com- 
mittee and  the  Housing  Committee  vvithout  opposition, 
but  when  it  got  to  the  Council  an  extraordinary  thing 

*  See  as  to  this  Report  of  the  Housing  of  the  Working  Classes  Com- 
mittee of  May  24th,  1911.     L.C.C.  Minutes,  p.  242,  et  seq. 
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happened.  Sir  John  Bonn,  the  Progressive  Leader, 
thought  fit  to  make  a  violent  party  attack  upon  it,  and 
opposed  it  for  all  he  was  worth.  He  poured  ridicule 
on  the  scheme  and  did  his  utmost  to  stop  its  further 
progress.  In  this,  however,  he  was  foiled.  Power 
had  to  be  sought  from  Parliament  to  proceed  with  such 
a  scheme,  and  to  make  such  an  application  to  Parlia- 
ment a  clear  majority  of  the  whole  Council  is  necessary 
by  the  Standing  Orders,  and  this  could  only 
be  obtained  on  the  occasion  in  question  with  the  aid 
of  the  Progressive  vote.  The  Housing  Committee 
agreed,  therefore,  to  reconsider  the  details  of  the 
scheme,  provided  that  permission  was  given  to  them 
to  apply  to  Parliament  for  powers  generally.  Sir  John 
Benn  and  his  friends  promptly  fell  into  the  trap.  The 
application  for  power  to  Parliament  was  carried  by  an 
immense  majority,  viz.,  98  against  6,  and  when  the 
sub-committee  met  again  to  reconsider  the  details,  it 
was  found  impossible  (as  had  been  anticipated)  to  alter 
them  except  in  a  few  small  particulars,  and  with  these 
amendments  the  scheme  was  adopted  by  the  Council.  It 
iS  to  be  hoped  that  before  very  long  the  scheme  will 
be  put  into  operation,  and  a  beginning  made  by  London 
workers  of  purchasing  their  houses  on  terms  far  more 
easy  than  anything  provided  up  to  the  present  date. 

Such  is  the  record  of  the  principal  work  under- 
taken in  the  matter  of  the  Housing  of  the  Working- 
Classes  under  the  auspices  of  the  Municipal  Reform 
Party  in  the  last  three  years.  It  is  a  record  of  which 
I  think  we  may  well  be  proud,  and  1  hope  that  our 
Party  will  have  the  opportunity  of  continuing  and 
enlarging  it  after  the  next  County  Council  Election. 

ARTHUR   GRIFFITH   BOSCAWEN. 
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APPENDIX. 


WORK    OF    THE     HOUSING    COMIVSITTEE 
FOR    1911-12. 

The  Report  of  the  Housing  of  the  Working  Classes 
Committee,  dated  June  12th,  1912,  contains  the  Annual 
Accounts  for  the  year  1911-12.  From  this  Report 
the  following  information  is  taken :  — 

Accommodation     Provided. 

"  The  dwellings  completed  and  opened  during  the 
year  contain  accommodation  for  2,281  persons  in  325 
cottages,  comprising  151  of  three  rooms,  20  of  three 
rooms  and  small  additional  bedroom,  152  of  four 
rooms  and  2  of  five  rooms.  Particulars  of  the  estates 
and  buildings  at  which  such  accommodation  has  been 
provided  are  given  in  the  following  table :  — 


1 
Locality.     I 

Name  of  Estate  and 
Buildings. 

Number  of 

Persons          Date  of  Opening, 
provided  for. 

1 
Norbury ... 

■ 
Tooting  ... 

Tottenham 

Norbury  Estate — 
100  cottages 

Totterdown  Fields 
Estate — 

156  cottages 

White  Hart  Lane 
Estate — 

69  cottages 

702 

1,036 

543 

June,  1911,  to 
March,  1912. 

May  to  August, 
1911. 

April,  1911,  to 
February,  1912. 

Total     ... 

2,281 

"  Accommodation  for  54,142  persons  was  provided 
bv  the  Council  up  to  March  31st,  1912,  the  accom- 
modation consistmg  of  1,856  cubicles  in  Bruce  House, 
Carrington  House  and  Parker  Street  House,  2,844 
cottages  and  6,428  tenements  in  block  dwellings. 
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Dwellings  under  Parts  I,  11,  and  III  o-f  the  Housing 
of  the  Working:  Classes  Act,  1 890, 

"  Itwoine. — The  gross  rent  for  the  year  from 
dweUings  provided  under  the  Housing  of  the  Working 
Classes  Act,  1890,  was  £159,037,  while  the  net  rent 
amounted  to  £143,929,  exclusive  of  £4o0  for  interest 
on  cash  balances.  The  amount  of  rent  irrecoverable 
amounted  during  the  year  to  £149,  or  only  about 
"1  per  cent  of  the  gross  rent.  The  total  loss  of  income 
due  to  empties  was  £13,888,  or  8*73  per  cent,  of  the 
gross  rent,  as  compared  with  10' 3 2  per  cent,  in 
1910-11.  The  greater  part  of  the  loss  is  attributable 
to  four  estates  on  which  the  value  of  the  empty  tene- 
ments amounted  during  the  year  to  £-"),;'>7-r).  The 
value  of  the  caretakers'  quarters  was  £1,009,  or  'G7  per 
cent,  of  the  gross  rent. 

"  Expenditure. — The  expenditure  on  revenue  account 
on  dwellings  erected  under  the  Housing  Act  was 
£138,900  or  8 7" 3 5  per  cent,  of  the  gross  rent.  Ot 
this  amount  the  sum  of  £80,303,  or  50'5  per  cent,  of 
the  gross  rent,  was  required  for  interest  and  sinking 
fund  charges.  The  sum  of  £14,710,  or  9'25  per  cent., 
was  transferred  to  the  repairs  and  renewals  fimd,  while 
the  sum  of  £43,892,  or  27'G  per  cent.,  was  required 
for  other  outgoings,  comprising  central  office  charges, 
cost  of  local  supervision  and  collection  of  rent,  rates 
and  taxes,  lighting,  vvater,  insin-ance,  stores  and  inci- 
dentals. .Adding  to  the  sum  transferred  to  the  repairs 
and  renewals  fund  from  the  revenue  account,  the 
dividends  derived  from  the  investment  of  the  fund 
and  interest  on  cash  balances,  the  total  credits  to  the 
fund  during  the  year,  after  deducting  expenses  of 
investment,  amounted  to  £16,002,  although  the  actual 
expenditure  on  repairs  amounted  to  £13,627  only. 

"  The  total  expenditure  on  capital  account  on 
dwellings  and  estates  under  the  Housing  Act  up  to 
March  31st,  1912,  amounted  to  £2,191,630,  which 
sum  represents  the  actual  expenditure  incurred  up  to 
that  date,  and  does  not  include  liabilities  under  contracts 
for  buildings  in  course  of  erection.  The  capital 
expenditure  during  the  year  amounted  to  £55,554. 

"  Finaficial  Results. —Mtcr  making  full  provision 
for  all  outgoings,  including  debt  charges,  there  was 
a  surplus  on  dwellings  erected  under  the  Housing  Act, 
1890,  of  £0,472  as  compared  with  the  surplus  of 
£1,870  in  the  preceding  year.     The  deficiency  for  the 
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year   in   respect   of   estates   in   course   of   development, 
consisting  mainly  of  debt  charges,  was  £4,949. 

Dwelling's    under    ImDrovement    Acts. 

"  Income. — The  gross  rent  for  the  year  from 
dwellings  under  Improvement  Acts  amounted  to 
£56,256,  and  the  net  rent  to  £52,863,  exclusive  of 
£183  for  interest  on  cash  balances.  The  amount  of 
rent  irrecoverable  was  £72,  or  only  '13  per  cent,  of 
the  gross  rent.  The  loss  of  income  due  to  empties 
was  £2,753,  or  4"89  per  cent,  of  the  gross  rent,  as 
compared  with  5' 19  per  cent,  in  1910-11.  The  greater 
part  of  this  loss  occurred  on  three  estates  on  which 
the  value  of  the  empty  tenements  amounted  to  £1,371. 
The  value  of  the  caretakers'  quarters  was  £566,  or 
TOl  per  cent,  of  the  gross  rent. 

"  Expenditure. — The  expenditure  on  revenue  account 
on  dwellings  erected  under  Improvement  Acts  was 
£50,187,  or  89"21  of  the  gross  rent.  Of  this  amount 
£29,289,  or  52'07  per  cent.,  was  required  for  interest 
and  sinking  fund  charges.  The  sum  of  £5,253,  or 
9" 3 4  per  cent.,  was  transferred  to  the  repairs  and 
renewals  fund,  while  the  sum  of  £15,644,  or  27'8  per 
cent.,  was  required  for  other  outgoings.  The  dividends 
derived  from  the  investment  of  the  repairs  and  renewals 
fund  and  interest  on  cash  balances,  added  to  the 
amount  transferred  from  the  revenue  account,  m.ake, 
after  deducting  expenses  of  investment,  the  equivalent 
of  a  gross  transfer  to  the  fund  of  £5,88 L  The  actual 
expenditure  on  repairs  for  the  year  was  £5,443. 

"  The  total  expenditure  on  capital  accomit  on 
dwellings  under  Improvement  Acts  up  to  March  31st, 
1912,  was  £743,306.  The  capital  receipts  exceeded 
the  expenditure  during  the  year  by  £340. 

"  Financial  Results.— Mter  making  provision  for  all 
outgoings,  including  debt  charges,  there  was  a  surplus 
on  dwellings  erected  under  Improvement  Acts  of 
£2,859,  as  compared  with  £2,551  in  1910-11. 

Total    Financial    Results. 

"  Considering  the  whole  of  the  dwellings  erected 
by  the  Council  both  under  the  Housing  of  the  VYorkmg 
Classes  Act,  1890,  and  under  Improvement  Acts,  there 
was  a  surplus  for  the  year  1911-12  on  dvyeHrngs  of 
£8,332,  as  compared  with  a  surplus  for  1910-11  ot 
£4  49  8  This  increase  is  accounted  for  to  some  extent 
by 'the   fact   that  owing  to    1912   being   a    leap   year, 
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360  dajs"  rent  is  included,  but  to  a  greater  extent  by 
the  improved  lettings  effected  during  the  year.  This 
is  shown  by  the  fact  that,  although  the  gross  rental  has 
increased  by  £12,300  by  reason  of  new  cottages  coming 
into  charge  during  the  year,  the  loss  from  empties  has 
decreased  by  £1,413.  It  should  be  noted  that  the 
surplus  is  arrived  at  after  taking  into  account  the 
deficiency,  amounting  to  £1,()16,  in  respect  of  dwellings 
on  sites  compulsorily  appropriated  for  rehousing,  upon 
which  a  deficiency  was  anticipated  from  the  first  owing 
to  the  character  or  situation  of  the  site.  If  the 
deficiency  of  £4,949  in  respect  of  estates  in  course  of 
development  referred  to  above  is  deducted  from  the 
surplus  of  £8.332,  there  is  a  net  surplus  of  £3,383. 
This  fact  is  of  interest,  as  it  is  now  19  years  since  the 
Councirs  housing  operations  as  a  whoie  have  shown  a 
surplus. 

"  The  total  financial  results  on  all  dwellings  and 
estates  from  the  date  of  the  opening  of  the  first  block 
in  April,  1894,  up  to  March  31st,  1912,  show  that  a 
sum  of  £115,131  has  been  temporarily  defrayed  out 
of  the  rates,  and  £1,054  has  been  contributed  from  the 
tramways  account.  A  sum  of  £59,213  has  already 
been  repaid  to  the  rates  out  of  revenue  from  the 
dwellings,  leaving  a  net  contribution  from  the  rates  and 
tlie- fi'amway s  account  of  £56,972  up  to  March  31st, 
1912.  Of  the  sum  provdded  out  of  the  rates,  £74,895 
has  been  required  to  meet  the  deficiency  in  respect  of 
estates  in  course  of  development  under  Part  III.  of  the 
Housing  Act,  1890. 

"In  considering  the  net  amount  contributed  from 
the  rates,  it  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  under- 
mentioned provisions  have  been  made  out  of  revenue 
from  the  dwellings  and  estates,  viz.  :  — 

(i.)   The  amount  standing  to  £  s.      d. 

the   credit   of   the   repairs   and   re- 
newals fund  on  March  31st,  1912, 
after    paying    for    all    repairs    and 
renewals  required  up  to  date,  with 
interest  accumulations        ...  ...       01,850      3      4 

"(ii.)  The  sums  annually  set 
aside  for  sinking  fund  or  repay- 
ment of  (apital,  which,  together 
with  interest  thereon,  amounted  on 
March  :'.  1st.  1912,  tr)         ...  ...    201,828    19      2 

Total      ...£263,679      2      (5 
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Sir    Samuel    Montagu    (Lord    Swaythling)    Gift. 

"  The  gift  of  £10,000,  received  by  the  Council  in 
L903  from  the  late  Lord  Swaythhng  (then  Sir  Samuel 
Montagu,  Bt.)  is  being  applied  towards  the  develop- 
ment of  the  Tower  Gardens  section  of  the  White  Hart 
Lane  Estate.  Up  to  March  31st,  1912,  the  gift,  with 
the  interest  thereon,  had  amounted  to  £11,970,  and 
of  this  sum  £9,788  had  been  applied  to  the  purposes 
of  the  gift. 

Acquisition  of   Lands  Fund  (Part  til  of  the  Housing 
of  tlie  Working  Classes  Act,  1890). 

"  The  scheme  for  rehousing  persons  displaced  in 
connection  with  the  Thames  Embankment  extension 
and  Westminster  improvements  required  that  the 
Council  should  provide  accommodation  for  not  less 
than  2,152  persons  on  the  Millbank  Estate,  but  as  this 
estate  was  primarily  intended  for  rehousing  persons 
displaced  from  insanitary  areas,  and  as  the  cost  of 
acquiring  any  other  appropriate  site  in  the  locality 
would  probably  have  amounted  to  considerably  more 
than  the  cost  to  the  Council  of  the  land  at  Millbank, 
it  was  arranged  under  special  statutory  authority  that 
a  sum  of  £50,000  should  be  charged  against  the 
improvement  account  to  be  applied  in  the  purchase  of 
other  lands  for  tlhe  purposes  of  Part  III.  of  the 
Housing  of  the  Working  Classes  Act,  1890,  or  in  the 
development  of  estates  already  acquired  by  the  Council 
under  Part  III.  of  the  x^ct.  After  defraying  certain 
expenditure  on  the  Millbank  site  account,  the  fund, 
which  is  known  as  the  Acquisition  of  Lands  Fund 
(Part  III.  of  the  Housing  of  the  Working  Classes  Act, 
1890),  amounted,  with  interest,  on  March  31st,  1912, 
to  £54,041.  The  Council  decided  on  December  21st, 
1909  (p.  1423),  to  utilise  the  fund  in  connection  with 
the  development  of  the  Old  Oak  Estate,  Hammersmith, 
and  £23,014  has  been  applied  to  meet  expenditure  on 
this  estate.  The  balance  available  for  future  expendi- 
ture on  this  estate  is  thus  £31,027. 

Expenditure    on    Clearance    Schemes. 

"  The  accounts  also  contain  a  statement  showing 
that  the  net  capital  expenditure  incurred  by  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works  and  the  Council  in  the 
clearance  of  insanitary  areas  under  schemes  undertaken 
in    accordance    with    the    provisions    of    the    Artizans' 
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Dwellings  Acts,  ISTo  to  1882,  and  the  Housing  of  the 
Working  Classes  Act,  1890,  inclusive  of  contributions 
towards  the  cost  of  schemes  carried  out  -bv  local 
authorities  under  Part  II.  of  the  Act  of  1890,  amounted 
on  March  ;Ust,  1912,  to  £2,515,987.  The  capital 
expenditure  during  the  year  amounted  to  £2,422." 

"  Statements  are  also  given  showing  the  estimated 
commercial  and  housing  values  of  all  sites  utilised  for 
the  erection  of  working-class  dwellings  under  Parts  I. 
and  II.  of  the  Housing  Act,  1890,  and  under  Improve- 
ment Acts,  whether  the  dwellings  were  erected  by 
dwellings  companies  or  by  the  Council." 

{See  Z.C.C.  Agenila,  pp.  49-51.) 


Housing   of  the    Working   Glasses. 
L.C.C.    Dwellings. 

The  following  table  gives  the  number  of  tenements 
ready  for  occupation,  the  number  of  rooms  and  the  number 
of  persons  in  occupation  of  L.C.C.  dwellings  for  the  past 
ten  years  :  — 


Year  ended 
March. 

Tenements 

ready  for 

Occupation. 

1902 
1903 

2,951 

3.881 

1004 
1905 

4,666 
6.929 

1906 

6.326 

1907 

7,474 

1908 
1909 
1910 
1911 

7,880 
8,196 
8,539 
8,947 

Rooms. 


Persons  in 
Occupation. 


7.368 

— 

9.552 

— 

11,661 

— 

15.098 

19,335 

16.352 

21.798 

19.880 

24,989 

21.085 

26.687 

22,210 

28,335 

23,678 

31,177 

25,006 

30,976 

{,il.\ traded  from  the  Statistical  Abstract  for  London, 
Vol.  XI  v.,  pp.  68«;/r/69.) 


LONDON  AND  THE  SINGLE  TAX, 

AND    THE 

TAXATION  AND   RATING  OF 
LAND    VALUES. 

By  Captain  H.  M.  Jessel,  M.P.  (Chairman  of  the 
London   Municipal  Society). 


The  salient  points  on  the  above  subject  are  touched 
upon  in  this  article,  but  if  more  exhaustive  knowledge 
is  required,  reference  may  with  advantage  be  made 
to  Mr.  Wilson  Fox's  "  The  Ratings  of"  Land  Values  " 
(published  by  P.  S.  King  &  Son),  "  The  Case  against 
Socialism,"  chapter  xiv.,  page  429,  et  seq.  (published 
by  George  Allen  &  Sons),  "  The  Campaign  Guide  " 
(published  by  David  Douglas,  Edinburgh),  "  Land 
Nationalisation,"  by  Mr.  Harold  Cox  (published  by 
Methucn  &  Co.  ,  see  especially  pages  95  to  142. 

A  mass  of  useful  information  bearing  on  the  same 
subject  will  be  found  in  the  Final  Report  of  the  Royal 
Commission  on  Local  Taxation  (Cd.  63 8  of  1901). 
This  report  has  recently  been  reprinted  and  is  issued 
at  Is.  (id.  Reference  should  also  be  made  to  the 
Appendix  to  the  First  Report  of  the  Departmental 
Committee  on  Local  Taxation  (Cd.  G303  of  1912) 
(price  Is.  4d.\  This  latter  contains  (inter  alia)  an 
important  Memorandum  submitted  by  the  London 
County  Council  to  the  Departmental  Committee. 

Much  valuable  matter  bearing  on  the  subject  is  alsq 
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contained  in  the   Report  of  the   Town   Holding   Com- 
mittee (Parliamentary  Paper  214  of  1892). 

A  considerable  mass  of  current  information  bearing 
on  this  subject  will  be  found  in  recent  numbers  of 
London  Municipal  Notes  (published  by  the  London 
Municipal  Society),  see  especially  the  Notes  for 
August,  September-October,  and  November,    1912. 

The  London  Municipal  Society  has  also  recently 
issued  a  12-page  pamphlet  on  the  subject  (Pamphlet 
No.  57),  entitled  "  The  Taxation  of  Land  (Site) 
Values,  What  it  ]\Ieans  to  You." 

The  Rural  League  (110,  Strand,  W.C.)  have  for 
some  time  past  been  occupied  in  closely  examining 
the  case  against  the  taxation  of  land  values  in  so  far 
as  the  agricultural  aspect  of  the  question  is  concerned. 
Reference  on  this  subject  may  be  made  to  the  pamphlet 
recently  published  by  the  Rural  League,  entitled  "  The 
Land  Stealing  Conspiracy"   (price  Id.}. 

Lor  a  statement  of  the  case  on  the  other  side, 
reference  may  be  made  to  "  Land  \'alues  Taxation — 
The  Essential  Reform,"  by  Messrs.  Chomley  and 
Oulhwaite  (published  by  Sedgwick  &  Jackson,  Ltd.  ; 
price  Is.). 

The    Progrressives   on    the    L.C.O.    and    the 
Taxation    of   Land    Values,    Etc. 

One  of  tlic  i)rincipal  baits  dangled  by  the  Pro- 
gressive-Socialists at  every  L.C.C.  election,  since,  in 
fact,  the  Council  first  came  into  existence,  is  "  to 
relieve  the  occupiers  of  their  unjust  burden  "  by  means 
of  the  taxation  of  land  values.  The  Progressive- 
Socialists  and  .Municipal  Reformers  are  at  one  in 
agreeing  that  tlie  burden  which  now  falls  on  the  London 
ratepayer  is  excessive,  and  that  new  sources  of  revenue 
for  local  purposes  ought  to  be  found.     The  Progressive- 
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Socialists,  however,  at  London  Municipal  elections  in- 
variably attempt  to  make  party  capital  out  of  this, 
difficult  problem  of  taxation,  although  Parliament  alone 
possesses  power  to  deal  with  it.  The  Earl  of  Rosebery, 
when  a  candidate  for  the  representation  of  the  City  of 
London  on  the  London  County  Council  in  1889,  was 
asked  to  state  his  views  with  regard  to  the  taxation  of 
ground  rents.     His  reply  was  as  follows:  — 

"  The  County  Council  would  have  nothing  to  do 
with  the  taxation  of  ground  rents.  I  shall  be  pre- 
pared to  state  my  opinion  on  that  point  in  the  proper 
place,  which  is  my  seat  in  Parliament,  but  it  is  not  a 
question  for  the  County  Counc'iU"— {Times,  Januarv  10, 
1889.) 

The    Record    of   Prog^ressive-Socialist 
Failures. 

The  following  is  a  brief  record  of  Progressive- 
Socialist  failures  to  give  effect  to  the  promises  with 
which  they  have  so  long  attempted  to  beguile  the 
London  elector :  — 

On  November  3,  1892,  the  London  County  Council 
resolved  to  ask  the  Radical  Government,  then  in  power, 
to  introduce  a  Bill  imposing  a  rate  upon  "  ground 
values."  No  plan  was  suggested  and  the  Government 
failed  to  introduce  any  such  Bill. 

In  the  year  1893,  a  scheme  for  taxing  all  receivers 
of  rent,  which,  according  to  the  Council's  own  reso- 
lution, was  not  "  the  most  equitable  method,"  was, 
after  much  controversy  amongst  the  Progressives,  put 
forward  in  the  Improvement  Rate  Bill,  1893.  This 
Bill  was  introduced  as  a  Private  Bill  contrary  to  the 
advice  of  the  Councils  legal  advisers:  and  on 
February  9,  1893,  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Commons  decided  that  it  was  wrongly  introduced  and 
must  be  withdrawn. 

On  January  16,  1894,  the  Local  Government  Com- 
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mittec  of  the  L.C.C.  presented  a  totally  different 
scheme  for  taxing  ground  \alLies  in  the  form  of  16 
Recommendations.  None  of  these  was  adopted  by  the 
Council  because  the  Progressive-Socialist  majority 
failed  to  agree  in  regard  to  any  of  them.  A  period 
of  four  >cars  then  elapsed  without  anything  further 
being  done. 

On  July  1-2,  1898,  the  then  Leader  of  the  Pro- 
gressive Party  obtained,  without  opposition,  a  reference 
to  committees  "  to  prepare  and  submit  to  the  Council 
a  Bill,  to  be  introduced  in  the  forthcoming  Session  of 
Parliament,"  for  obtaining  a  direct  contribution  from 
owners  of  ground  values. 

The  Session  of  189!)  came  and  went  without  any 
Bill  being  submitted  to  the  Council. 

On  August  1,  1899,  the  Chairman  of  the  L.C.C. 
Parliamentary  Committee  asked  for  further  time  in 
order  to  i)repare  a  Bill.  This  was  granted  on  the 
condition,  inserted  at  the  instance  of  the  Municipal 
Reformers,  that  a  Bill  should  be  presented  before 
February,    1900. 

No  Bill  was  presented  within  this  period;  and  on 
October  23,  1900,  the  Chairman  of  the  L.C.C.  Parlia- 
mentary Committee  announced  that  the  Committee  had 
not  had  time  to  prepare  the  Bill. 

On  December  18,  1900,  a  Bill  was  at  last  pre- 
sented, entitled  the  Site  Values  (London)  Rating  Bill^ 
1900.  After  this  lapse  of  time,  it  is  unnecessary  to 
enter  in  detail  upon  the  provisions  of  this  Bill,  suffice 
it  to  say  that  it  challenged  criticism  on  several  important 
grounds,   e.i^. .    - 

(1)  The  mode  of  assessment  adopted  had  already 
been  condemned  by  the  Town  Holding  Com- 
mittee of  the  House  of  Commons  as  "  impractic- 
able," and  in  its  application  to  existing  contracts 
as  '*  unfair." 

(2)  It  had  been  condemned  by  some  of  the  most 
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eminent  economic  authorities  on  the  Progressive 
side— e.g.,  the  late  Lord  Farrer,  and  the  late 
Lord  Hobhouse. 

(3)  The  Committee's  proposal  was  not  one  for 
taxing  the  "  unearned  increment  "  in  the  hands 
of  the  ground  landlords,  but  for  taxing  all 
receivers  of  rent. 

(4)  The  Council's  own  valuer  had  expressed  the 
opinion  that  "  the  burden  of  rates  falls  entirely 
upon  the  owners  of  property  and  for  the  most 
part  upon  the  owners  of  land."  Assuming  the 
correctness  of  this  view,  the  Bill  would  ulti- 
mately confer  no  benefit  whatever  on  the 
ratepayers,  as  the  burden  of  local  taxation  would 
be  borne  by  the  same  persons  that  have  to  bear 
it  now. 

In  the  year  1901,  the  Site  Values  (London)  Rating 
Bill,  1901,  was  introduced  in  the  House  of  Commons 
too  late  to  have  the  slightest  chance  of  making  any 
progress.  Nothing  more,  therefore,  came  of  this  Bill. 
In  the  succeeding  year,  at  the  meeting  of  the  Council, 
held  on  March  4,  1902,  the  Parliamentary  Committee 
presented  a  recommendation  that  steps  should  be  taken 
for  the  re-introduction  of  the  Bill  of  1901,  but  an 
amendment  was  carried  to  the  effect  that  the  Council 
re-affirms  its  opinion  on  the  subject  of  the  taxation  of 
ground  rents,  and  instructs  the  Local  Government  and 
Taxation  Com.mittee  to  report  to  the  Council  as  soon 
as  possible  upon  the  proposals  contained  in  the  minority 
report  of  the  Royal  Commission. 

In  October,  1902,  the  L.C.C.  accepted  an  invitation 
of  the  Glasgow  Corporation  to  take  part  in  a  con- 
ference of  municipal  representatives  in  regard  to  the 
rating  of  land  values,  and  appointed  Mr.  Sidney  Webb, 
L.C.C,  the  well-known  Socialist,  to  be  its  representa- 
tive. The  conference  secured  several  Members  of 
Parliament  to  ballot  for  a  place  for  Bills  which  had 
received  its  approval.  As  the  outcome  of  this  ballot, 
Mr.  C.  P.  Trevelyan,  a  Radical  Member  of  Parliament, 
introduced  the  Land  Values   (Assessment  and  Rating) 
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Bill,  which  passed  its  second  reading  in  the  House  of 
Commons  on  March  11,,  190-1,  but  made  no  further 
progress  and  was  subsequently  dropped. 

On  December  1,  1903,  a  resolution  was  moved  in 
the  Council  by  a  Progressive,  referring  to  the  resolution 
carried  in  March,  1902,  and  expressing  the  opinion 
that  the  subject  "  should  again  be  brought  before 
Parliament  without  further  delay."  It  will  be  remem- 
bered that  the  L.C.C.  elections  were  about  to  take 
place  in  March,  1904.  On  this  occasion,  the  mover  of 
the  resolution.  Dr.  Napier  (P.),  "  frankly  admitted 
that  this  was  an  election  cry." 

On  November  22,  1904,  the  Council  was  asked 
by  the  Local  Govermiient  Committee  to  re-affirm  "  its 
opinion  in  favour  of  direct  rating  of  site  values,  and 
that  it  be  referred  to  the  Parliamentary  Committee  to 
approach  the  Members  of  Parliament  representing 
London  constituencies  with  a  view  to  their  balloting 
for  a  place  next  Session  for  a  Bill  on  the  subject  of  the 
rating  of  site  values."  To  this  an  amendment  was 
moved  by  Mr.  H.  Percy  Harris  (the  tlien  Leader  of 
the  Municijial  Reform  Party),  which  was  defeated. 
Eventuall)-,  the  recommendation  of  the  Committee  was 
carried. 

As  the  result  of  furtlicr  efforts  of  the  conference 
held  in  October,  1902,  to  which  reference  has  already 
been  made,  Sir  John  Brunner,  a  Radical  M.P.,  intro- 
duced early  in  1905  a  Bill,  the  provisions  of  which 
were  similar  to  those  of  the  Bill  of  1904.  This  Bill 
also  passed  its  second  reading,  but  no  further  progress 
was  made  with  it,  and  it  was  subsequently  dropped. 

On  February  20,  1900,  the  Council's  Local  Govern- 
ment Committee  ])resented  a  Report  on  tlie  Rating  of 
Site  Values,  and  recommended: 

"  I  hat  a  petition  be  presented  to  the  House  of  Commons 
praying  that  aBillniaybeintro  luced  byHis  >L-ijesty's  Government 
to  provide  for  the  separiite  assessment  and  rating  of  site  values  ; 
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that  the  Parliamentary  Committee  do  prepare  such  petition  ;  and 
that  the  seal  of  the  Council  be  affixed  to  the  petition  when 
ready." 

To  this  recommendation,  Mr.  H.  Percy  Harris  (the 

then   Leader  of  the   Municipal   Reform   Party)    moved 

the  following  important  amendment: 

"  That  the  recommendation  be  referred  back  to  the  Committee 
with  a  view  to  their  considering  the  desirability  of  approaching 
His  Majesty's  Ciovernment  and  inviting  them  to  make 
provision  for  the  immediate  relief  of^  the  rates 
in  respect  of  national  services  either  by  a 
direct  contribution  from  the  Exchequer  or  by 
an  extension  or  development  of  the  system  of 
assigned  revenues." 

This  amendment  was  opposed  by  the  Progressives, 
and  eventually,  after  a  lengthy  discussion,  defeated  by 
53  votes  to  25.  The  whole  of  those  who  voted  against 
the  amendment  were  Progressives,  whilst  the  25  who 
voted  in  favour  of  the  amendment  were  all  of  them' 
Municipal  Reformers. 

On  February  26,  1906,  a  deputation  representing 
the  Municipal  conference  referred  to,  waited  on  certain, 
Members  of  the  newly-formed  Radical  Government  to 
urge  that  legislation  should  be  introduced  by  the 
Government.  The  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  in 
reply,  stated  that  the  Crovernment  were  in  sympathy 
with  the  objects  of  the  movement,  but  desired  to  have 
time  to  consider  the  question.  In  March  of  the  year 
following,  it  will  be  recollected  that  the  Municipal 
Reformers  for  the  first  time  obtained  a  majority  on 
the  L.C.C.  During  the  whole  of  the  subsequent  period 
down  to  the  present  time,  the  Municipal  Reform  Party 
have  been  in  a  majority  on  the  Council,  whilst  the 
Government  of  the  country  has  remained  in  the  hands 
of  the  Radical- Progressive  Party.  Various  Private  Bills 
have  been  introduced  with  a  view  to  enforcing  the 
taxation  of  land  values,  but  have  failed  to  make  much 
progress. 

In  1909,  Mr.  Lloyd  George  introduced  his  cele- 
brated Budget.  This,  it  will  be  recollected,  for  the 
first  time  sought  to  impose  various  new  taxes  on  land. 
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This  Budget,  again  it  will  be  recalled  to  mind, 
eventuated  in  a  Parliamentary  General  Election  in 
January  of  the  year  following;  and,  on  the  Radical- 
Progressive  Party  being  again  returned  to  power,  the 
Finance  Bill  received  the  assent  of  the  House  of  Lords, 
and  was  passed  into  law.  According  to  the  Annual 
Report  of  the  United  Committee  for  the  Taxation  of 
Land  Values  for  the  past  year,  published  in  August, 
1012,  "  It  is  an  open  secret  now  that  the  Chancellor 
of  the  Exchequer  in  his  Budget  proposals  originally 
intended  to  place  a  tax  on  the  value  of  all  land,  but  he 
was  defeated  by  the  friends  of  monopoly  within  his  own 
party,  and  had  to  rest  content  with  the  complicated, 
partial,  and  ineffective  land  value  duties  as  a  substitute 
for  the  universal  tax." 


The    Land    Campaign    of   1912. 

During  the  year  1912,  the  question  of  further  land 
taxation  has  occupied  a  prominent  position  in  politics 
and  been  made  a  principal  issue  at  several  recent 
Parliamentary  By-Elections.  It  has  no  doubt  been 
forced  to  the  fore  largely  with  a  view  to  detract  public 
attention  from  the  principal  Government  measures  of 
this  year,  sucli  as  Home  Rule  for  Ireland  and  Welsh 
Disestablishment,  since  it  is  not  seriously  denied  by 
Government  supporters  tliat  these  measures  arouse  but 
little  enthusiasm  amongst  English  Radical  electors. 
Very  large  baits  have  been  placed  before  the  electorate 
by  unofficial  members  of  the  Radical- Progressive  Party 
in  their  advocacy  of  the  policy  of  further  land  taxation; 
and  if  the  Government  has  not  hitherto  identified  itself 
more  closely  with  the  land  campaign  now  in  progress, 
the  reason  doubtless  is  to  be  found  in  tlie  fact  that  its 
members  first  wish  to  ascertain  more  definitely  the 
precise  degree  of  popularity  which  such  a  campaign  is 
likoly  to  excite.      We  have  the  statement  of  The  Daily 
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News  and  Leader  of  July  25,  1012,  that  "  Air.  Lloyd 
George  plainly  desires  to  enter  upon  a  further  step  in 
the  land  policy  which  he  opened  up  with  the  land 
taxes  in  the  Budget  of  1909."  As  to  the  motives 
which  impel  Mr.  Lloyd  George,  these  were  thus  sum- 
marised in  a  leading  article  which  appeared  in  the 
Socialist  Labour  Leader  of  August  15,  1912,  entitled 
"  Political  Stock-taking  ":  — 

"  In  desperate  straits  for  some  new  cry,  Mr.  Lloyd 
George  turns  to  the  land.  Landlords  are  mostly  Tories, 
and  are  therefore  the  only  villains  in  the  play ;  nothing 
must  be  said  or  done  to  offend  the  millionaire  capitalists 
who  subscribe  liberally  to  the  Liberal  funds." 

Further  developments  may  consequently  be  expected 
in  the  very  near  futiu'e.*  Indeed,  we  learn  from  a 
leading  article  published  in  The  Daily  Neios  and 
Leader,  the  principal  newspaper  supporter  of  the  present 
Government,  under  date  September  4,  1912,  that  "A 
comprehensive  land  policy,  aiming  at  restoring  hope  to 
the  labourer  and  correcting  a  monstrous  iniquity  in 
local  and  Imperial  taxation,  is  an  oSjSigation  of 
Liberalism,  the  eady  redemption  of  which  is  demanded 
and  is  gyaranteecL" 

Again,  in  The  Daily  News  and  Leader  of  a  later 
date,  viz.,  October  21,  1912,  we  are  assured  by  Mr. 
Harold  Spender  that  "  The  smouldering  passions  on  the 
land  question  are  likely  to  break  out  afresh  very  soon." 

Proposals  for  Further  Land  Taxation. 

As  to  whether  supporters  of  the  proposed  extension 
of  land  taxation  contemplate  that  this  should  take  the 
form  of  the  Single  Tax  and  be  in  lieu  of  all  other 
taxation;  or  whether  it  should  take  the  form  of  the 
Taxation  and/or  Rating  of  Land  or  Site  Values,  appears 

*  Since  writing  tlie  above,  Mr.  Lloyd  George  has,  in  his  Aberdeen  speech 
of  November  ^Oth,  proved  my  forecast  to  be  correct.—  H.  M.  J. 
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from  the  standpoint  of  those  interested  in  land  to  be 
a  matter  rather  of  academic  than  practical  interest^ 
since  there  can  be  no  doubt  whatsoever  that  the 
promoters  of  the  present  campaign  contemplate  the 
imposition  of  land  taxation  of  a  penal  and  drastic 
nature.  Were  even  a  tithe  of  the  land  taxers'  recent 
jjromiscs  to  the  electorate  to  be  defrayed  out  of  the 
taxation  and  rating  of  land  values,  enquiry  into  the 
subject  at  once  leads  to  the  inevitable  conclusion  that 
the  amount  which  would  have  to  be  obtained  from 
such  a  source  must  render  the  future  holding  of  land 
in  piivate  ownership  not  only  unremunerative,  but 
totally  impossible.  The  literature  issued  by  the  United 
Committee  for  the  Taxation  of  Land  Values,  the 
organisation  which  is  chiefly  responsible  for  the  present 
agitation  against  the  land,  abundantly  demonstrates 
that  the  theories  of  the  late  Henry  George  are  the 
theories  which  find  favour  with  that  Committee,  and 
that  it  is  to  these,  if  afforded  the  means,  they  intend 
to  give  effect. 

Further,  it  is  instructive  to  note  that  at  such  hot- 
beds of  Radical  -  Progressive  propagandism  as 
Whitefield's  Tabernacle,  Tottenham  Court  Road,  the 
works  of  Henry  George  on  the  Single  Tax  are  at  the 
present  time  being  offered  for  sale,  and  sermons  are 
being  preached  on  this  subject. 

A    Policy    with    Many    Aliases 

The  student  who  for  the  first  time  approaches  an 
inquiry  into  this  subject,  is  doubtless  somewhat  confused 
by  the  variety  of  titles  under  which  from  time  to  time 
it  makes  its  appearance— ^.^.,  the  single  tax,  the 
taxation  of  land  values,  the  taxation  of  site  values, 
the  taxation  of  ground  rents,  etc.  In  common  parlance, 
these  terms  undoubtedly  are  interchangeable;  although, 
strictly  speaking,  as  will  appear  by  a  reference  to  pages 
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1  to  10  of  the  late  Air.  Wilson  Fox's  "  The  Rating  of 
Land  Values,"  the  terms  are  by  no  means  synonymous. 
Mr.  Christopher  T.  Rhodes,  the  author  of  a  work 
entitled  "  The  Case  Against  the  Taxation  of  Land 
Values  "'  (published  by  Jordan  &  Sons,  Ltd.),  goes  so 
far  as  to  state  (page  2)  that  the  single  tax,  taxation  of 
land  values,  betterment  and  land  nationalisation 
"  practically  all  mean  the  same  thing.'"  So  far,  how- 
ever, as  the  popular  campaign  in  favour  of  the  taxation 
and  rating  of  land  values,  etc.,  is  concerned,  this  relies 
for  its  support  very  largely  on  the  stirring  up  of  animus 
against  the  landlord,  whether  agricultural  or  urban. 
Titled  individuals,  such  as  the  Dukes  of  Norfolk, 
Bedford,  Westminster,  Sutherland,  the  Marquess  of 
Bute,  Earl  Cadogan,  Viscount  Portman  and  Lord 
Howard  cle  Walden  are  singled  out  with  the 
combined  object  of  exciting  class  hatred,  and 
of  suggesting  to  the  general  public  that  only  the 
big  estates  would  suffer  by  this  taxation.  Against 
the  ground  landlord  in  the  towns — and  it  is  in 
the  towns  that  the  most  fertile  soil  for  this  propa- 
gandism  is  encountered — is  invariably  charged  such 
deficiencies,  etc.,  as  exist,  though  it  is  the  immediate 
la?uIlord — an  individual  over  whom  the  former 
possesses  in  all  probability  no  legal  power  whatsoever,, 
and  between  whom  there  exists  in  most  instances  no 
privity  of  contract — against  whom,  the  charges  should  in 
justice  be  pressed . 

The  present  agitation  further  appeals  for  popular 
support  on  the  purely  fictitious  ground  that  under  the 
existing  system  of  taxation,  and  more  especially  of 
local  taxation,  the  ground  landlord  escapes  altogether 
from  the  burden.*     And  that  under  the  system  which' 

*  "Mr.  Hemmerde,"  states  T/te  Daily  Chvonkle  of  July  19,  1912, 
"  gave  a  striking  illustration  of  the  iniquity  of  the  present  .system  from 
Hanley,  where  the  rates  are  lis.  M.  in  the  pound,  and  where  a  man  earning 
£1  per  week,  whose  house  and  land  are  valued  at  £200,  has  to  pay  is  a 
week  out   of  his  £1  in  rates.     The   great  ground    landlords 
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the  land  taxers  pro]50se  to  enforce,  the  weight  of 
taxation  would  inevitably  fall  on  the  ground  landlord, 
and  would  be  unal^lc  to  be  shifted  by  him  on  to  the 
tenant. 

Such  in  brief  are  some  of  the  methods  by  which  this 
camjjaign  is  being  supported. 

An  Analysis  of  the  Proposed   Land  Taxes. 

One  of  the  principal  alterations  involved  by  the 
present  proposals  is  the  adoption  of  the  basis  of  rating 
on  site  values  in  substitution  for,  or  as  supplementary 
to,  the  present  system  of  rating  on  annual  value. 

Further,  it  must  be  clearly  recollected  that  when 
the  advocates  of  further  land  taxation  speak,  for 
example,  of  a  tax  amounting  to  "  only  1  d.  in  the 
]K)und,"  this  in  fact  represents  a  \  ery  considerable 
amount,  since  it  is  to  be  calculated,  not  on  the  annual 
value,  but  on  the  capital  value.  A  tax  of  Id.  in  the 
pcund,  consequently,  with  interest  on  capital  at 
4  per  cent*,  would  represent  2s.  Id.  in  the  pound  on 
the  annual  value  ;  whilst  with  interest  at  3  per  cent., 
Id.  in  the  pound  would  work  out  as  the  equivalent  of 
a  rate  of  2s.  9d.  in  the  pound  on  the  annual  value, 
A(  (  ording"  to  the  recent  Memorandum  on  this  subject 
drawn  up  by  the  (Council  of  the  Sur\eyors"  Institution, y 
were  the  whole  of  the  national  and  local  expenses  of  this 
country,    amounting    approximately    to    £250, 000,000, 


escaped  >vitHout  contributing  a.  single  ^d.,  thoug^h 
the  Duke  of  Westminster's  ground  rents  were 
estimated  at  a  million  a  year.  Xo  minimum  wage  would 
(]()  until  tlicy  (,'ot  to  t!in  boltDm  ol  ihc  low  wii'^e  system.  'You  can  do 
sf>  by  forcing  l.ind  into  use  instead  of  keeping  it  out  of  use.'"' 

*  This  calculation  is  arrived  at  as  follows: — Id.  in  the  pound  tax 
on  capital  value  lOOd.  on  £100,  i.e.,  8s.  4d.  per  cent.  If  the  capital  is 
yielding  4  percent,  interest,  i.p.,  £4  per  £100,  the  tax  per  £1  of  interest 
would  amount  to  2s.  Id.  (that  is,  one-quarter  of  8s.  4d.). 

t  See  as  to  this  Lojidon  Municipal  Notes  for  August,  1912, 
p.  141,  et  sffj. 
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to  be  annually  raised  by  means  of  the  Single  Tax,*  a 
yearly  rate  of  about  Is.  8d.  in  the  pound  on  capital 
value  would,  so  they  calculate,  be  required,  f  This  is 
equivalent  to  an  income  tax  of  £2  Is.  Sd.  in  the  pound 
on  the  annual  value  of  the  land,  estimated  at  4  per  cent, 
on  the  capital  value. 

Once,  therefore,  this  fact  that  the  proposed  tax  is 
to  be  based  on  the  capital  value  is  clearly  grasped,  it 
becomes  evident  that  these  proposals  for  further  land 
taxation  are  of  a  most  drastic  nature,  and  that  they  far 
surpass  anything  that  has  yet  been  attempted  in  the 
way  of  taxation  in  this  country.      Indeed,  this  appears 


*  For  the  year  1911-12  the  sum  collected  in  respect  of  taxes 
amounted  to  a  total  of  over  £154.000,000.  This  sum  is  exclusive  of 
monies  accruing  to  the  State  from  sources  such  as  the  Post  Office,  revenue 
from  Crown  Lands,  &c. 

(See  Parliamentary  Return,  No.  190  of  1912.) 

For  the  year  1909-10,  according  to  the  Statistical  Abstract  for  the 
United  Kingdom  published  September,  1912  (p.  5;'),  the  total  sum  collected 
by  means  of  rates  amounted  for  the  United  Kingdom  to  £73,175,493. 
These  two  figures  combined  consequently  give  a  tota.1  a.inount 
collected  in  respect  of  taxes  and  rates  of  over 
£227,000,000. 

If  allowance  be  m.ade  for  the  continuous  increase  in  both  national 
and  municipal  expenditure,  it  v/ill  be  evident  that  for  the  financial  year 
1913-14  the  total  sum  required  to  be  raised  will  be,  as  estimated  by  the 
Council  of  the  Surveyors'  Institution  in  their  Memorandum  (p.  3),  not  far 
short  of  250,000,000  sterling, 

t  In  their  iNIemorandum,  the  Council  of  the  Surveyors'  Institution 
arrive  at  the  following  estimate  as  to  the  value  of  unimproved  sites  :  — 

"An  attempt  to  arrive  at  the  value  of  the 
whole  of  the  land  in  the  United  Kingdom  must 
clearly  be  merely  an  estimate,  but  for  th(>  purpose 

of  the  abovp  calculation   it  has  been   necessary  to   make  such  an 

estimate,  and  the  unimproved  site  value  of  the 
whole  of  the  land  in  the  United  Kingdom  has 
laeen  calculated  to  be  approximately  three 
thousand  millions  sterling. ' 

A  yearly  rate  of  Is.  8d.  in  the  pound  on  £3,000,000,000  capital 
value  =-  £250,000,000. 

Assuming  this  £3,000,000,000  to  yield  4  per  cent,  in  interest,  the 
annual  yield  would  naturally  amount  to  £120,000,000. 

It  is  evident,  therefore,  for  the  recipients  of  this  £120,000,000  per 
annum  to  pav  annuallv  in  taxation  the  sum  of  £250,000,000,  that  a  ta.x 
of  no  less  than  £2  Is."  8d.  in  respect  of  each  £1  of  this  £120,000,000 
would  be  required.  In  other  words,  the  recipients  of  this  £120,000,000 
per  annum  would,  in  order  to  raise  this  sum  of  £250,000,000,  have  annually 
to  be  mulcted  in  taxation  to  an  amount  slightly  more  than  double  the 
income  which  thev  are  estimated  to  receive  from  tin's  one  source. 
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to  be  admitted  by  the  advocates  of  these  proposals, 
since,  accordin*,^  to  the  United  Committee  for  the 
Taxation  of  Land  Values,  "  neither  on  the  ground  of 
equity  or  exj)ediency  is  there  anything  to  deter  us 
from  making  land  common  property  by  confiscating 
rent.' 

The  Doctrines  of  Henry  Georgfe. 

What,  then,  arc  the  main  doctrines  inculcated  in 
Henry  George's  "  Progress  and  Poverty,"  which  first 
saw  the  light  in  the  year  1877,  and  which  during  the 
'80's  exercised  such  an  extraordinary  fascination,  not 
merely  for  people  in  this  country  and  in  the  U.S.A., 
but  also  in  many  otlier  parts  of  the  world. 

With  Henry  George  private  ownership  of  land  is, 
or  at  all  events  originally  was,  considered  to  be  the 
root  cause  of  poverty  and  all  its  associated  evils, 
and  upon  such  premises  is  erected  the  obvious  deduction 
that  private  ownership  of  land  in  its  present  form 
should  be  abolished.  As  the  best,  and  according  to 
Henry  George  the  only  sure,  means  of  achieving  this 
end,  the  Single  Tax  on  Land  Values  was  to  be  established. 
As  the  title  of  the  tax  signifies,  the  proposed  new  tax  on 
Land  Values  was  to  take  the  place  of  all  other  taxes. 
With  Henry  George,  the  raising  of  revenue  was  merely 
a  secondary  consideration.  No  prospect  of  a  deficit 
faced  the  originator  of  this  system,  and  his  only  diffi- 
culty was  to  increase  expenditure  sufficiently  to  absorb 
the  surplus  which  his  tax  was  to  produce.  Recourse 
to  so  vulgar  a  method  as  confiscation  was  not  con- 
templated, nor  did  he  suggest  compulsory  purchase, 
as  is  the  case  with  many  Socialists  when  seeking  to 
disarm  anti-Socialist  opposition.  "  I  do  not  propose," 
wrote  Henry  George  (p.  403),  "  either  to  purchase 
or  to  confiscate  private  property  in  land.  The  first 
would     be     unjust ;      tlie     second     needless.       Let     the 


181 

individuals  who  now  "hold  it  still  retain,  if  they  want 
to,  possession  of  what  they  are  pleased  to  call  their 
land.  Let  them  buy  and  sell  and  bequeath  and  devise 
it.  We  may  safely  leave  them  the  shell  if  we  take  the 
kernel.  It  Is  not  necessary  to  oonfisoate  land ;  it  is 
only  necessary  to  confiscate  rent.  .  .  .  What  1  there- 
fore propose,  as  the  simple  yet  sovereign  remedy,  which 
will  raise  wages,  increase  the  earnings  of  capital,  ex- 
tirpate pauperism,  abolish  poverty,  give  remunerative 
employment  to  whoever  wishes  it,  lessen  crime,  elevate 
morals  and  taste,  is  to  appropriate  rent  by  taxation 
.  ,  .  insomuch  as  the  taxation  of  rent  or  land  values 
must  necessarily  be  increased  just  as  we  abolish  other 
taxes,  we  may^  put  the  proposition  into  practical  form 
by  proposing  to  abolish  all  taxation  save  that  upon  land 
values." 

And  a  little  further  on:  "  It  will  not  be  enough 
merely  to  place  all  taxes  upon  the  value  of  land.  It 
will  be  necessary,  where  rent  exceeds  the  present 
Governmental  revenues,  commensurately  to  increase  the 
amount  demanded  in  taxation,  and  to  continue  this 
increase  as  society  progresses  arid  rent  advances.^' 

The  tax  is  not  to  be  on  buildings,  as  the  author 
carefully  explains,  so  that  the  landowner,  or  rather  the 
person  who  is  to  have  the  right  to  collect  rents  from 
occupiers  and  to  pay  over — under  the  most  favourable 
circumstances— all  but  a  small  percentage  to  the 
Exchequer,  would  thereby  be  induced  to  use  it  to  the 
best  advantage  in  order  to  increase  his  own  percentage. 

Thus  the  tax  as  nearly  as  possible  would  be  on  Mr. 
Lloyd  George's  site  value.  In  fact,  this  taxation  would 
appear  to  require  the  completion  of  the  Government 
Land  Valuation  undertaken  in  pursuance  of  the  1909 
Budget.  In  referring  to  what  he  described  as  the 
land  reform  question,  Mr.  E.  G.  Hemmerde,  M.P., 
one  of  the  foremost  exponents  of  the  new  Land  Tax: 
proposals,  in  a  speech  at  Wisbech  on  August  21,  1912, 
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said  that  they  could  not  deal  with  that  question  until 
the  valuation  was  completed. 

Such  is  briefly  the  theory  of  the  Single  Tax  as 
advocated  by  the  late  Henry  George. 

The  gospel  that  one's  own  tax  burdens  should  be 
transferred  to  the  shoulders  of  someone  else  is  one 
which  is  never  likely  in  this  world  to  lack  adherents. 
Ignorance,  class  hatred,  and  avarice  are  characteristics, 
the  existence  of  which  there  is  little  reason  to  suppose 
are  less  prevalent  to-day  than  30  years  ago. 

Nonetheless,  it  should  be  infinitely  easier  to  refute 
Henry  George's  proposals  now  after  a  lapse  of 
over  30  years  than  when  first  propounded.  In  his 
"  Progress  and  Poverty  ""  (Book  VI.,  chapter  i.), 
Henry  George  graxely  assured  his  readers  that 
the  whole  benefit  of  the  increase  in  wealth  in  England 
during  the  preceding  20  to  30  years  had  gone 
to  the  landowners.  Most  people  are  well  aware  that 
the  large  fortunes  in  this  country  are  concentrated  at 
the  present  time  not  in  the  hands  of  the  landowner, 
but  in  those  of  the  successful  banker  and  merchant. 
A  gospel,  consequently,  which  depicted  these  latter 
as  being  rapidly  ruined  by  the  all-devouring  landlord, 
in  the  face  of  present-day  experience,  should  not  be 
difficult  to  refute.  It  is,  in  fact,  in  direct  opposition 
to  the  whole  tendency  of  the  20th  century,  and  finds 
no  corroboration  whatsoever  in  the  official  returns  of 
this  country  relative  to  Income  Tax  and  Death  Duties. 

A  Striking:  Commentary  on  the 
Land  Taxers'  Theories. 

When  the  so-called  "  People's  Budget  "  was  before 
the  House  of  Commons  in  1909,  a  clause  was  passed 
enabling  the  Government  to  accept  land  instead  of 
money  in  payment  of  estate  and  succession  duties.  Mr. 
Charles  Bathurst  (U.)  has  quite  recently  elicited  the 
information  that,  up  to  date,  41  applications  have  been 
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received  to  be  allowed  to  pay  duty  in  kind.  In 
33  cases  the  offer  was  refused;  the  others  are  still 
under  consideration.  Why,  it  may  fairly  be  asked,  is 
it  that  the  Treasury  hesitates  to  accept  these  proposals, 
unless  it  fears  further  depreciation  in  the  value  of  land 
as  the  result  of  the  efforts  of  its  head— the  Chancellor 
of  the  Exchequer?  The  action  of  the  Treasury  in  this 
respect  is  a  striking  refutation  of  the  theories  pro- 
pounded by  the  Land  Taxers  to  the  effect  that  the  value 
of  land  is  always  increasing.  If  such  be  the  case,  why. 
this  hesitation  on  the  part  of  the  Treasury  to  avail 
themselves  of  what  we  are  led  to  suppose  is  so  excellent 
a  form  of  investment? 

The   Singfie   Tax    Still    Advocated. 

That  the  gospel  now  propagated  by  the  United 
Committee  for  the  Taxation  of  Land  Values  is  still 
the  gospel  of  the  late  Henry  George,  however  much  it 
may  on  occasions  suit  the  apostles  of  this  movement  to 
dispute  the  fact,  was  even  demonstrated  in  the  last 
annual  report  of  that  Committee,  covering  the  period 
1911-12.  In  this  report,  reference  is  made  to  "the 
ever- fresh  and  stirring  lectures  by  Henry  George," 
and  to  the  fact  that  during  the  past  year  more  than 
750  students  "  under  capable  teachers  have  learned 
the  truths  so  clearly  stated  in  '  Progress  and  Poverty/  " 

The  principal  supporter  of  the  United  Committee 
for  the  Taxation  of  Land  Values  in  this  country  is  Mr. 
Joseph  Fels,  the  American  millionaire.  It  is  not  with- 
out interest,  consequently,  to  note  that  The  Daily  News 
and  Leader  in  a  recent  issue  expressly  admits  that  the 
economic  doctrines  which  Mr.  Fels  is  seeking  to 
propagate  are  the  economic  doctrines  of  the  late  Henry. 
George.  Under  date  August  22,  1912,  The  Daily 
News  and  Leader  writes  :  — 

"Mr.  Joseph  Fels,  the  wealthy  American  soap- 
maker,  who  for  the  past    10   years  has  been  spendinsT 
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large  sums;  on  the  propagation  of  the  economic 
doctrines  of  Henry  George  throughout  the  world,  has 
now  ])ut  into  definite  form  an  offer  made  to  the 
advocates  of  land  taxation  in  this  country." 

The  cosmopolitan  sympathies  of  Mr.  Fels  may  be 
further  gauged  from  the  statement  which  appeared  in 
The  Daily  Chronicle  of  August  -24,  1912,  that  "Mr. 
Joseph  Fels,  wlio  is  the  main  financial  support  of  the 
Single  Tax  crusade  in  this  country,  is  taking  a  keen 
interest  in  the  Chinese  movement,  and  he  will  con- 
tribute a  large  proportion  of  the   funds." 

Further,  in  one  of  the  publications  of  the  English 
League  for  the  Taxation  of  Land  Values,  one  encounters 
the  express  admission  that  "  The  Single  Tax  is  the 
logical  issue  of  the  taxation  of  land  values."  In  a 
pamphlet  entitled  "The  Taxation  of  Land  Values: 
What  it  is  and  what  it  would  accomplish,"  by  W.  R. 
Lester,  published  by  the  English  League  for  the 
Taxation  of  Land  Values,  occurs  this  statement :  — 

If  you  go  further  and  tax  land  so  as  to  derive 
your  whole  public  revenue  from  it,  and  at  the  same 
time  abolish  all  other  taxes,  then  nou  ha\c  the  single 
tax.  The  single  tax  is  the  logical  issue  of  the  taxation 
of  land  values,  and  under  it,  as  Henry  George  wrote. 
We  would  simply  take  for  the  community  what 
belongs  to  the  community — the  value  that  attaches  to 
land  by  the  growth  of  the  community;  leave  sacred  to 
the  individual  all  that  belongs  to  the  individual.'  " 

Tho  Royal  Commission  on  Local  Taxation 
and   the  Taxation   of  Land   Values. 

As  stated  above,  full  particulars  as  to  tlie  taxation 
and  rating  of  Land  Values  will  be  found  in  tlie  Final 
Report  of  the  Royal  Commission  on  Local  Taxation, 
issued  in  the  year  I !)()!.  Tliis  Commission  consisted 
in  all  of  fifteen  Commissioners;  nine  of  whom  (thus 
constituting  the  majority^  unanimously  decided  against 
the  proposal. 
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"  The  advocates  of  what  would  be  in  effect  a  new 
land  tax,  to  be  applied  in  aid  of  local  expenditure," 
states  the  Majority  Report  (pages  44  and  45),  "  have 
failed  to  convince  us  that  it  would  be  equitable  to  select 
a  particular  class  of  rateable  property  for  the  imposition 
of  a  new  and  special  burden." 

Five  out  of  the  remaining"  six  Commissioners,  whilst 
they  favoured  the  rating  of  site  values,  emphatically 
rejected  in  their  Report  (as  will  appear  by  a  reference 
to  the  Summary  of  their  Conclusions  on  pages  175  and 
176  of  that  Report)  various  statements  which  the 
supporters  of  these  land  taxes  are  at  the  present  time 
actively  engaged  in  disseminating.  Amjongst  these 
Ctonclusions,  attention  is  specially  directed  to  the 
following :  — 

"  That  misconception  and  exaggerntion  are  specially 
prevalent  ion  this  subject." 

"That  the  value  of  the  site,  as  weil  as  of  the 
structure,  is  at  present  assessed  to  rates." 

Amongst  the  advantages  which  the  Minority  Com- 
missioners claim  for  the  proposal  which  they  advocate 
are :  — 

"It  should  go  some  way  towards  putting  an  end 
to  agitation  for  unjust  and  confiscatory  measures." 

"  It  would,  or  at  least  it  should,  conduce  to  the 
removal  of  some  of  the  widely-spread  misconceptions 
which  seem  to  prevail,  not  only  in  political  circles,  but 
among  economic  authorities  and  responsible  statesmen ; 
for,  while  it  would  be  an  admission  that  there  were 
defects  in  the  urban  rating  system  and  an  attempt  to 
remedv  those  defects,  it  would  show  tliat  there  is  no 
Jars;©  undevebped  source  of  taxation  available  for  iocal 
purposes,  arjcl  stsil  less  tor  national  purposes. ' 

Before  leaving  the  Minority  Report,  it  should  be 
noted  that  Lord  Balfouf  of  lUnlcigli,  who  was  the 
Chairman  of  the  Royal  Commission,  and  also  one  of 
the  signatories  of  the  Minority  Report,  found  it 
necessary  to  state  at  a  pu,blic  meeting  held  in  Chelsea 
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in  February,  1907,  in  connection  with  the  L.C.C. 
Elections  of  that  year,  that  greatly  exaggerated  hopes 
had  been  raised  of  a  hirge  fund  of  untaxed  vveakh  to 
be  derived  from  the  rating  of  ground  values ;  and 
Lord  Balfour  of  Burleigh  proceeded  to  announce, 
"There  is  no  such  source  of  revenue." 

There  is  also  a  one-man  Report  signed  by  his 
Honor  Judge  O'Connor,  K.C.  This  is  of  special 
interest  for  two  reasons — firstly.  Judge  O'Connor  was 
the  sole  member  of  the  Royal  Commission  who  was 
avowedly  in  sympathy  with  the  late  Mr.  Henry  George's 
theories ;  secondh',  notwithstanding  the  extreme  views 
contained  in  this  Report,  there  is  the  express  conclusion 
that  "  It  is  manifest  that  equity  rccjuires  that  all  existing 
contracts  should  be  absolutely  respected."  Judge 
O'Connor  develops  this  view,  and  gi\es  it  as  his  con- 
sidered opinion  that  "  a  disregard  of  contractual 
relations  would  be  a  more  serious  injury  to  the  public 
than  even  the  existing  system  of  rating.'  It  should 
be  noted,  consequently,  that  every  one  of  these  fifteen 
Commissioners  supported  the  maintenance  of  existing 
contracts. 

How  devoid,  therefore,  of  foundation  is  the 
Radical -Progressive  assertion  that  there  exists  a  large 
undeveloped  gold  mine  in  the  shape  of  the  taxation 
and  rating  of  ^ite  values  is  at  once  apparent  when 
regard  is  had  to  the  fact  that  fourteen  out  of  the 
fifteen  Commissioners  who  constituted  this  Royal  Com- 
mission rejected  this  assertion  as  utterly  baseless. 

Does   Land    at   present    Escape    its    Fair 
Share    of  Taxation? 

Land  in  this  country  instead  of  not  being  burdened, 
as  asserted  by  the  Radical -Progressives,  is  at  the  present 
time  already  very  heavily  burdened  with  taxation.  Not 
oiilv    docs    land    bear   tlu'    same    taxes    which    do    other 
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forms  of  pioperty  in  this  country,  but  it  is  also  sub- 
jected to  special  additional  forms  of  taxation  under  the 
Finance  ^1909-10)  Act,  1910.  Consequently,  not 
onl}'  is  land  mulcted  to  the  same  extent  as  is  personalty, 
but  it  is  also  subjected  to  other  taxes  in  addition. 

For  the  year  ,1911-12,  the  latest  year  for  which  the 
official  returns*  are  ,yet  available,  the  aggregate  receipts 
from  death  duties  in  respect  of  land  amounted  to  over 
£3,000,000.  Further,  for  the  year  1910-11  (the 
latest  year  covered  by  the  official  returns),  profits 
from  the  ownership  pf  lands  were  assessed  to  income 
tax  amounting  to  over  £52,294,000.  This,  at  Is.  2d. 
in  the  pound,  represents  a  total  sum  of  over  £3,050,000. 
This  latter  figure  takes  no  account  of  the  amount  of 
super-tax  paid  by  the  owners  of  land.  The  total 
amount,  therefore,  of  taxation  from  death  duties  and 
income  tax  derived  from  land  can  be  computed  at  an 
average  of  over  six  millions  per  annum  for  Imperial 
purposes. 

In  addition  to  these  forms  of  taxation,  as  already 
observed,  various  special  taxes  were  imposed  upon  land 
by  the  Finance  (1909-10)  Act,  1910.  These  as  yet 
have  not  had  time  to  take  full  effect,  but  will  un- 
doubtedly impose  a  heavy  additional  burden  on 
landowners. 

Equally  unfounded  is  the  assertion  that  knd  at 
present  escapes  its  share  of  local  taxation.  As  stated 
by  Mr.  Philip  .Snowden,  the  Socialist  M.P.  for 
Blackburn,  in  an  article  contributed  by  him  to  the 
Christian  Commonwealth  of  August  7,  1912:  — "The 
fact  is  that  land  values  are  taxed  heavily  for  local 
purposes." 

Everyone  acquainted  with  the  practice  of  assessment 
for  local  purposes  is  aware  that  the  value  of  the  land 
is  taken  into  account.      The  ground  rent  is  taken  into 


*  See    Inland    Revenue    Report    for    year    ended    March    31,   1912. 
Cd. :  6,341  of  191-2. 
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calculation,    and    the    rates    are    assessed    on    the    total 
value  of  the  land  and  the  building. 

The  Council  of  the  Surveyors"  Institution  in  their 
Memorandum  of  July,  1912,  thus  deal  with  this  par- 
ticular ])oint:  — 

"  It  is  evident  that  no  libelling  of  a  tax  will  affect 
the  question  upon  whom  it  will  ultimately  fall.      As 

has  been  truly  said,  '  A  foreseen  impost  levied  from 
the  owner  does  not  lose  the  property  of  transference 
to  the  occupier,  because  it  is  called  a  rate  on  site  value.' 
DisxCgardin^^  existing  contracts,  it  may  safely  be  said 
that  no  modification  of  our  rating  or  taxing  system  will 
materially  affect  the  final  allocation  of  the  burden  as 
between  landlords  and  tenants." 

The  Council,  in  their  Memorandum,  further 
emphasise  the  important  fact  that  "  The  principal  effect 
of  the  Single  Taxers'  proposed  alteration  in  our  rating 
system  would  be  to  alter  the  proportion  of  the  total 
burden  payable  in  respect  of  different  descriptions  of 
property.  It  would  not  affect  the  division  of  the 
payment  between  persons  having  different  interests 
in  the  same  piece  of  land." 

The    Real    Incidence   of  the    Proposed 
Land    Taxes. 

It  is  important  in  the  extreme  that  the  Electorate 
should  be  taught  to  differentiate  between  the  real 
incidence  of  vhe  proposed  further  taxes  on  land  as 
contrasted  with  tlie  nominal  incidence.  As  stated  in 
the  Memorandum  of  the  Council  of  the  Surveyors' 
Institution  previously  referred  to,  "  It  is  evident  that 
no  labelling'  of  a  tax  will  affect  the  question  upon  whom 
it  will  uhimately  fall."  What  the  public  liavc  to  grasp 
is  net  merely  upon  whom  the  biuden  by  law  is  stated 
to  fall,  but  on  whom  such  burden  in  fact  will  fall. 

The  importance  of  this  distinction  is  well  evidenced 
in  the  case  of  Part   1.   of  the  National   Insurance  Act, 
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1911,  which  came  into  operation  on  July  15  last. 
Under  that  Act,  part  of  the  contribution  is,  by  the  terms 
of  the  measure,  to  be  paid  by  the  employer  and  part 
by  the  person  employed. 

The  question  arises  in  practice  as  to  whether  the 
employer  will  not  be  forced  by  circumstances  to  pass  on, 
at  lall  e\ents,  a  considerable  portion  of  his  burden 
either  to  the  consumer  in  the  way  of  increased  prices, 
or  (to  the  person  employed  through  a  reduction  in 
wages.  That  such  will  probably  be  the  case  is  admitted 
in  a  recent  letter  by  Mr.  G.  W.  Gough,  the  Editor 
of  the  Literature  Depart?nent  of  the  Liberal  Insurance 
Coi7iniiitee.      In  that  letter,  the  writer  states:  — 

"  Generally,  I  suppose,  employers  will  be  able  to 
pass  on  their  share  of  the  expenses  to  their  customers 
in  the  way  of  increased  prices." 

Mr.  Lloyd  George  himself  has  also  suggested  in 
so  many  words  that  the  consumer  should  be  made  to 
pay.  In  dealing  last  year  with  the  real  incidence  of  the 
manufacturer's  contribution  under  the  National  Insurance 
Act,  Mr.  Lloyd  George,  in  an  interview  with  a  repre- 
sentative of  The  Daily  Telegraph!"  stated:  "Why,  I 
would  ask,  should  not  the  consumer  contribute  in  some 
measure  to  the  health,  comfort  and  happiness  of  those 
who  produce  for  him?" 

It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that  if  employers  succeed, 
whether  wholly  or  in  part,  in  passing  on  their  share  of 
the  expenses  under  the  National  Insurance  Act  to  their 
customers  in  the  way  of  increased  prices,  the  real 
incidence  of  the  burden  imposed  by  this  Act  upon 
employers  will  differ  very  materially  from  the  nominal 
incidence. 

Whilst,  however,  the  real  incidence  of  the  contri- 
bution under  the  National  Insurance  Act  is  likely  to 
differ  substantially  from  the  nominal  incidence,  this  is 


*  See  Daily  Tehgt^'ph,  May  10th,  1911. 
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still  more  calculated  to  be  the  case  with  the  present 
proposals  directed  against  landlords,  both  urban  and 
agricultural. 

"  Disregarding  existing  contracts,"  slate  the  Council 
of  the  Surveyors'  Institution  in  their  Report,  "  it  may 
safely  be  said  that  no  modification  of  our  rating  or 
taxing  system  will  materially  affect  the  final  allocation 
of  the  burden  as  between  landlords  and  tenants." 

The  view  that  the  user  of  the  Land  most  certainly 
will  not  escape  the  burden  of  the  proposed  land  taxes  is 
borne  out  by  Mr.  Philip  Snowdcn,  the  well-known 
vSocialist  M.P.  for  Blackburn.  In  a  recent  article 
published  in  The  Christian  Commonwrafth  of  August  7, 
1912,  Mr.  Snowden  writes:  -"  It  would  be  the  user  of 
the  land  who  would  pay  any  additional  tax  which 
might  be  put  upon  the  land,  as  a  general  rule." 

Note  should  also  be  taken  of  the  following  opinions 
expressed  by  two  of  the  leadint^  advocates  of  the 
taxation  and  rating  of  land  \alues : 

In  moving  the  Second  Reading  in  the  House  of 
Commons  of  the  Urban  Site  Values  Rating  Bill,  Mr. 
C.  P.  'Irevelyan,  M.P.  (the  present  Parliamentary 
Secrctarv  to  the  Board  of  Flducation  ,  said:  "Our 
proposal  is  that  the  present  ratepayer  shall  pay  the 
rate.  The  same  person  will  pay  the  new  rate  as  pays 
the  old   one."        February    1!),    1902.: 

Mr.  Josiah  Wedgwood,  M.P..  who  has  long  been 
closely  associated  with  the  presejit  niovenient,  explains 
the  j)rinciple  of  Land  Value  Taxation  in  The  Econotnic 
JourJKit  (September,  1912).  \\v  tlicif  writes  that 
the  taxation  of  Land  Values  will  be  "a  substitute 
for  the  present  rates.  .  .  .  I'he  s;niif>  sum  total  (of 
rates)  will  be  raised  from  owners  and  occupiers  of 
property  in  any  locality;  the  same  people  will  pay 
.  .  .  "  Tliat  is,  the  tenants  will  p. i\  .  Mi.  Wedgwood 
further  states,    "What,   then,  is  the  privilege  of    which 
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land  owners  will  be  deprived  ?    As  a  whole,  in  any  locality 
they  will  pay  in  rates  no  more  than  at  present." 

Another  opinion  which  is  entitled  to  due  weight  is 
that  of  Mr.  Haward,  the  Comptroller  of  the  London 
County  Council  and  a  leading  expert  in  local  taxation. 
In  a  paper  read  by  him  at  the  27th  Annual  General 
Meeting  of  the  Institute  of  Municipal  Treasurers  and 
Accountants,  held  at  Cardiff  in  July,  1912,  Mr.  Haward 
states : — 

"What  the  tenant  would  gain  in  lowered  rates,  he 
would   lose   in   the  higher  rent  demanded  from  him." 

(p.  15.) 

Win    this    Policy    Benefit   the   Towns? 

In  considering  the  important  question  as  to  whether 
the  taxation  and  rating  of  land  values  will  diminish 
the  burden  which  at  present  falls  upon  the  dwellers 
in  the  towns,  and  notably  on  those  who  live  in  the 
Metropolis,  note  should  be  taken  of  the  fact  that  a 
Leaflet  (No.  38)  published  by  the  United  Committee 
for  the  Taxation  of  Land  Values,  asserts  that  the 
taxation  of  land  values  would  "  Take  the  weight  of 
taxation  off  the  agricultural  districts  where  land  has 
little  or  no  value,  irrespective  of  improvements,  and 
put  It  on  towns  and  cities.  ..."  It  would  appear, 
therefore,  according  to  the  admission  of  the  organisa- 
tion which  is  principally  concerned  in  engineering  the 
present  land  campaign,  that  so  far  as  the  dwellers  in 
the  towns  are  concerned  they,  as  a  consequenc?,  will 
jn  any  case  be  worse  olf. 

Corroboration  to  the  same  effect  is  forthcoming  in 
the  evidence  of  Mr.  Crompton  Llewellyn  Da  vies,  one 
of  the  witnesses  specially  selected  to  give  evidence  on 
behalf  of  the  group  of  Members  of  Parliament  who 
recently  petitioned  the  Prime  Minister  in  favour  of 
the  taxation  of  land  values. 
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In  his  evidence  before  the  Departmental  Committee* 
appointed  by  the  Government  on  Local  Taxation, 
Mr.  Llewellyn  Da\ies  was  asked  these  questions 
(December  14,  1911):  — 

QUESTION :  .  .  .  Whether  the  inhabitants  of  Ciasg^ow 
would  be  very  willing  to  contribute  a  portion  of 
their  land  values  to  the  inhabitants  of  Skye? 

ANSWER:  I  should  think  they  would  be,  if  they  were 
honest  and  just  persons. 

QUESTION  :  On  the  same  system  the  inhabitants  of 
London,  where  land  values  are  very  high,  would 
also  quite  fairly  and  honestly  contribute  to  the 
burdens  of  the  Lews  or  of  Connaught  ? 

ANSWER :  I  should  be  ashamed  to  repudiate  it  if  I  was 
one  of  the  persons  on  whom  the  burden  should 
fall. 

QUESTION :  But  there  are  some  people  - 1  think  in 
Glasgow,  for  example;  but  I  am  not  very  sure 
about  tha  London  County  Council,  but  I  rather 
think  it  is  the  case  there  also-  who  put  forward 
the  claim  that  the  whole  produce  of  the 
national  tax  on  land  values  accruing  to  their 
own  district  should  be  used  by  them  directly 
for  the  purpose  of  meeting  local  burdens? 

ANSWER :  It  Is  demonstrably  inexact  and  unjust  In 
my  opinion. 

The  foregoing  proves  conclusively  that  London  is 
not  to  be  allowed  to  benefit  from  the  monies  raised  by 
the  taxation  of  land  values  in  London,  but  that  out-of- 
the-way  islands  off  the  coast  of  Scotland  and  remote 
parts  of  'Ireland  are  also  to  share  in  the  proceeds. 

Not  only  is  this  grossly  unfair  to  the  inhabitants  of 
London,  but  it  directly  conflicts  with  the  ground  on 
which    the    land    taxers    strive    to    justify    this    further 


See  Cd.  6308-1.  of  1912,  p.  118. 
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proposal  to  tax  land,  namely,  that  the  values  have  been 
created  by  the  adjoining  community.  What  community? 
Why,  of  course,  so  far  as  the  proceeds  of  the  tax 
collected  in  respect  of  London  are  concerned,  the 
London  community.  Yet  London  is  not  to  be  permitted 
to  retain  the  proceeds  of  the  taxes  collected  within  the 
Metropolitan  area. 

In  this  connection,  it  is  of  considerable  interest  to 
note  that  l^he  Daily  Chronicle  has  recently  been 
employing  special  Commissioners  to  enquire  into  and 
to  report  on  the  land  question.  In  its  issue  of 
September  27,  1912,  The  Daily  Chronicle  publishes 
some  of  the  conclusions  arrived  at  by  these  Com- 
missioners. In  their  report,  the  Commissioners  come 
to  the  following  conclusion  on  the  prospects  of  agri- 
cultural labourers  under  a  tax  on  agricultural  land:  — 

"  Whilst  in  the  town  the  argument  for  the  taxation 
of  land  values  is  of  primary  importance,  our  investiga- 
tions have  not  led  us  to  endorse  the  view  that  the 
taxation  of  rural  land  will  give  results  of  equal  social 
service.  We  have  taken  especial  pains  to  inquire  as 
to  the  validity  of  the  argument  that  the  placing  of  a 
tax  on  rural  land  will  solve  the  problem  of  the  agri- 
cultural labourer— that  is  to  say,  will  secure  for  him 
a  rise  in  wages  and  access  to  the  land.  Our  difficulty 
in  every  case  has  been  that  of  tracing  the  exact  way  in 
which  these  desirable  objects  are  to  be  obtained  by 
such  a  !method.  We  have  been  forced  to  the  conclusion 
that  until  it  can  be  more  clearly  demonstrated  that  the 
taxation  of  rural  land  will  accomplish  these  ends,  the 
principal  field  for  the  taxation  of  land  values  wil3  be 
found  an  the  industrial  areas  of  the  country." 

These  special  Commissioners,  consequently,  it  will 
be  observed,  have  arrived  at  precisely  the  same  con- 
clusion for  which  we  are  contending,  viz.,  that  it  is 
the  dwellers  in  the  towns  who  will  be  principally 
mulcted  by  these  land  tax  proposals  if  effect  should  be 
given  to  them.  Londoners,  therefore,  will  be  well 
advised  emphatically  to  reject  the  specious  promises  of 
the  Radical-Progressive  land  taxers. 
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What    would    be    the    Effect    on    Workings- 
Class    AiGConniTiodation  ? 

That  the  much  vaunted  taxation  and  rating  of  hind 
vahies  will  have  no  real  inHucnce  in  assisting  towards 
the  better  housing  of  the  industrial  working  (lasses  is 
abundantly  proved  by  certain  facts  to  which  Sir  Arthur 
Boscawen,  M.P.,  ex- Chairman  of  the  L.C.C.  Housing 
Committee,  recently  drew  attention.  In  a  letter  which 
appeared  in  The  Times  of  August  1  3,  1 !» 1  ->,  Sir  Arthur 
Boscawen  shows  how  fallacious  as  a  remedy  is  the 
taxation  and  rating  of  land  values  by  facts  drawn  from 
the  housing  estates  of  the  London  County  C^)un("il. 

In  the  case  of  cottages  at  Totterdown  Fields,  the 
average  weekly  rent  amounts  to  2s.  <ld.,  of  which 
amount  only  Ifd.  represents  the  cost  of  the  l;ind. 

In  the  case  of  cottages  at  Norbury,  the  cost  of  the 
land  represents  just  over  Id.  a  room  per  week;  and 
in  the  case  of  Tottenham,  slightly  under  1  }d.  a  room 
p^r  week. 

.\t  Old  Oak  Common,  in  three-roomed  cottages, 
the  rent  of  which  is  7s.  a  week,  the  cost  of  the  land 
works  out  at  2|d.  a  week. 

Consequently,  if  the  land  were  obtained  for  absolutely 
nothing,  the  reduction  in  house  rent  would  be  exceed- 
ingly small. 

N\'hat,  however,  is  vastly  more  important  in  affecting 
the  rent  of  working-class  dwellings  is  not  the  price  of 
the  land,  but,  as  Sir  Arthur  Boscawen  in  the  same 
letter  emphasises,  the  rate  at  wliich  nmncy  can  be 
borrowed  for  building  purposes.  1 1,  for  i"xami)le, 
money  could  be  borrowed  by  tiie  London  County 
Council  at  a  rate  of  CI  for  each  ClOO  less  thrni  at 
present,  the  weekly  rents  for  cottages  on  the  Old  Oak 
Common  Estate  could  be  reduced  by  !>d.  a  week,  that 
is,  by  £1    19s.   a  yiai-. 
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Under  no"  'circumstances,  therefore,  will  this 
campaign  against  the  land  succeed  in  reducing  the 
amounts  which  the  working  classes  in  London  and  else- 
where have  to  pay  for  rent.  On  the  other  hand,  these 
constant  attacks  on  property  of  every  descrijition  have 
already  succeeded  in  driving  vast  sums  of  capital  out 
of  the  United  Kingdom,  with  the  result  that  a  higher 
rate  of  interest  is  being,  and  will  have  to  be,  paid  on 
borrowed  moneys.  The  recently  issued  Re{)ori  of  the 
Commissioners  for  Inland  Revenue  for  the  year  ended 
March  31,  1912,  shows  for  the  first  time  that  the 
income  derived  from  investments  abroad  amounted 
during  the  year  1911-12  to  over  one  Imndrcd  millions 
sterling.  The  total  is  £100,952,723,  an  increase  of 
£7,689,000  on  the  preceding  year.  This  total  repre- 
sents the  remarkable  advance  of  21?r  millions  sterling 
during  the  past  five  years  of  Radical- Progressive  mis- 
rule. When  this  income  from  abroad  is  capitalised, 
it  will  be  found  that  it  represents  a  flight  of  no  less 
than  £427,000,000  during  the  past  five  years !  Inder 
these  circumstances,  the  working  classes  ma)-  expect 
in  the  near  future  to  be  compelled  to  pay  more,  rather 
than  less,  for  their  house  accommodation. 

That  this  is  no  fancy  picture  which  owes  its  origin 

merely   to    party   political   bias   may   be    shown    by   an 

appeal     to     expert     evidence.        OrJy     as     recently    as 

November    22,    1912,    Mr.    Cuthbert    J.    Lake    read   a 

paper  on  "  Provisional  Valuations   Under  the   Finance 

Act  and  How  to  Deal  with  Them,"  at  a  meeting  of  the 

Auctioneers'    and    Estate    Agents'     Institute,    lield    in 

Russell  Square.     On  this  occasion,  Mr.  Lake  is  reported 

to  have  said: 

"  The  Finance  Act  was  rapidly  creating  a  housing 
probiem  in  our  great  cities,  which  easy  finance  and  a 
general  confidence  Irs  the  stability  of  bricks  and  mortar 
haa  almost  solved.  The  working  classes  were  having 
greater  difficulty  in  finding  accommodation,  and  land- 
lords   were    obtaining    higher    rates    without    givmg 
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greater  adtfantagas  for  them,  and  at  the  same  time 
were  not  reaping  higher  dividends  on  their  capital. 
The  land  taxes  had  made  mortgagees  uneasy,  and 
had  brought  about  the  catling  in  ot  mortgage 
moneys  to  such  an  extent  that  on  many  classes 
of  property  it  was  impossibia  to  raise  a  mortgage. 
Thu  posiiiou  at  the  present  time  was  that  a  partially 
digested  Act  had  been  handed  over  to  the  Com- 
missioners and  their  valuation  staff,  and  both 
Commissioners  and  valuers  had  obviously  found  that 
the  fory  who  told  the  voter  that  the  Act  was  un- 
woi'kable  was  not  very  far  from  the  truth." 

Another  probable  result  of  the  proposals  now  under 
consideration  next  deserves  attention.  This  is  well 
sunmred  up  by  Mr.  Haward,  the  L.C.C.  Comptroller,  in 
the  Paper  previously  referred  to,  in  the  passage  which 
follows: 

"  .     .  The     economic     and     social     results     of 

burdening  the  central  districts  in  order  to  lighten  the 
charge  on  the  outskirts  have  to  be  considered.  Unless 
the  ratepayers  in  the  former  districts  are  able  to  secure 
their  premises  at  lower  rents  -a  result  which  is  by  no 
means  certain- their  position  would  be  worsened; 
those  sections  of  the  working  classes  who  choose  to 
live,  or  are  compelted  to  live,  in  the  central  districts  near 
their  work  would  or  might  have  to  face  higher  rents;  the 
pressure  of  local  rates  upon  the  industries  carried  on  in 
the  central  districts  of  great  towns  and  on  the  ratepayers 
whoate  more  or  less  compelled  or  desire  to  live  there  is 
great,  and  to  increase  this  pressure  in  order  to  benefit 
those  who  live  in  the  residential  areas  seems  a  very 
doubtful  expedient." 

The  facts  which  obtain  in  regard  to  housing  in 
London  also  o})tain  in  the  other  great  cities  of  Great 
Britain.  Dr.  David  Murray,  in  an  excellent  treatise 
entitled  "  llic  Land  and  the  Finance  Bill  "  (published 
b>  jainc.-.  .Mad. chose  &  Sons,  Glasgow,  1909),  shows 
that  precisely  the-  same  state  of  things  prevails  in 
Glasgow,  whicli  has  long  been  the  centre  of  the  agita- 
tion in  ia\our  of  the  taxation  and  rating  of  site  values, 
in  hi-  l)(;ok.   Dr.   .Murray  (page  52)  writes:  — 

When    ii    is   said,    that   if    the   price   of   land   was 
lessened,  rents  would  be  reduced,  the  fact  is  overlooked 
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that,  even  if  this  were  true,  the  price  of  the  site  i.«  a 
comparativeSy  small  item  in  the  cost  of  a  house,  and 
only  affects  J-ent  to  an  inconsiderable  amount.  In 
the  case  of  tenement  property  in  Glasgow,  the  waiue 
of  the  building;  js  from  eight  to  fifteen  times  the  value 
of  the  land,  and  in  the  case  of  private  residences  the 
value  of  the  building  is  from  ten  to  twenty  tinic>  the 
value  of  the  land.  Even  when  land  is  taken  at  10s. 
per  square  yard  for  tenement  property,  land  does  not 
represent  more  than  one-tenth  of  the  rent.  I  hat 
is  to  say,  on  a  £10  rent,  £1  represents  the  cost  of  land, 
the  temaining  £9  represent  labour  and  material-  and 
the  cost  of  material  is  very  largely  money  paid  as 
wages.  If  the  cost  of  land  was  reduced  by  one-half, 
the  only  effect  upon  a  £10  rent  would  be  to  make  it 
£9  10s.,  and  upon  a  £20  rent  to  make  it  £19.  In  the 
case  of  the  small  houses,  which  in  recent  years  have 
been  built  in  great  numbers  on  the  outskirts  of  Glasgow, 
.he  cost  of  land  as  a  factor  in  rent  is  still  smallelr. 
These  houses  are  in  terraces,  or  built  singly  as  cottages 
on  land  costing  from  £250  to  £500  an  acre.  The 
cost  "of  the  house  in  each  case,  including  land  at  £300 
an  acre,  is  £450.  If  the  land  was  given  free,  the  price 
of  the  cottages  would  be  £420,  and  of  the  terraced 
houses  £429  each." 


Overcrowding:  will   be  Intensi-fied. 

Not  only,  as  will  be  seen  from  the  foregoing,  will 
such  land  taxation  in  no  way  tend  to  reduce  working- 
class  rents,  but,  in  the  opinion  of  experts  who  have 
given  'close  attention  to  the  subject,  another  effect  of 
tiiC  taxation  and  rating  of  site  values  will  be  to  intensify 
overcrowding. 

Speaking  at  the  annual  meeting  of  the  Garden  Gity 
Association  on  January  30,  1908,  Mr.  Justice  Neville, 
the  President  of  the  Association,  said:  — 

"  One  item  of  the  probable  proposals  of  the  Govcrn- 
i^ent  was  that  the  site  value  of  the  land  on  which 
bTiildings  stood  should  be  taken  as  the  basis  of  rating 
instead  of  the  value  of  the  buildings  themselves.  If 
this  were  seriously  contemplated,  he  would  like  to 
point  out  what  must  be  the  inevitalile  result.  So  far 
as  he  could  see,  no  conceivable  device  couid  be  hit  upon 
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more  cartain  to  make  the  overcrowding  of  the  present 
lime  as  nothing  compared  with  the  overcrowding  of  the 
future." 

This  opinion  is  endorsed  by  the  Council  of  the 
Surveyors'  Institution  in  their  report  of  July,  1912. 
Such  proposals  must,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Council, 
substantially  affect  the  question  of  the  density  of  popu- 
lation in  towns. 

"  The  present  trend  of  opinion  is,"  states  the  report 
of  .the  Council  of  the  Surveyors'  Institution,  "  in  favour 
of  limiting  the  number  of  houses  per  acre,  and 
increasing  the  area  allotted  to  each  house.  But  the 
adoption  of  the  single  tax  proposals  would  introduce  an 
opposing  factor,  for  the  tax  per  acre  of  land  would 
remain  the  same  whether  one  or  fifty  houses  were 
erected  upon  it,  and  the  inducement  to  builders  to  crowd 
the  maximum  number  of  houses  upon  any  {.articular 
area  would,  therefore,  be  strong." 

The  fact  that  overcrowding  prevails,  whether  in 
London  or  elsewhere,  in  no  way  demonstrates  that  there 
is  any  lack  of  houses.  As  has  been  pointed  o'lt  by 
Dr.  Murray,  both  in  Glasgow  and  in  Edinburgh  the 
supply  of  houses  has  for  many  years  past  been  much 
in  excess  of  the  demand.  In  Glasgow,  for  example, 
according  to  the  figures  which  Dr.  Murray  cites,  there 
were  in  the  year  1909  no  less  than  17,037  unlet 
houses;  whilst  in  Edinburgh  there  were  4,7  68  unlet 
houses.  /Vmongst  these  unoccupied  houses  a  very  large 
number  consisted  of  low-rented  houses.  For  example, 
in  Glasgow  there  were  at  this  date  11,039,  and  in 
]:ldinburgh  995  houses  under  £10  rental.  Yet  it  is 
well  known  that  in  these  towns  overcrowding  exists  to 
a  very  large  extent.  Such  evidence  points  unmis- 
takably to  the  conclusion  that  the  cheapest  rents  are 
in  many  cases  still  beyond  the  means  of  those  who  are 
overcrowding.*  Slk  li  Ixing  the  case,  as  we  show  else- 
where, a  reduction   in  the   price   of  land,   or  even  the 

*  .\iTording  to  Mr.  Mallock  there  are  at  tlie  prf:-,f-nt  time  800  ('■(!() 
empty  liuu^es  in  (ireat   HiitaJii. 
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total  extinction  of  land  cost,  would  not  reduce  rents  to 
a  point  which  would  meet  the  case  of  this  class. 

As  Dr.  Murray  again  emphasises,  labour  is  entitled 
to  its  just  reward,  and  there  is  no  reason  to  grudge 
increase  of  wages  to  persons  employed  in  the  building 
or  kindred  trades.  It  must,  however,  be  borne  in  mind 
that  the  incfeased  cost  of  building  of  late  years  is 
chiefly  attributable  to  increase  in  wages ;  and  that  this 
increase  in  wages  accounts,  not  merely  for  the  increased 
cost  of  building  itself,  but  also  for  the  increased  cost  of 
all  materials  connected  with  building. 

In  considering  the  Housing  question,  the  main 
factor  in  producing  high  rents  ought  to  be  recognised 
and  not  ignored,  as  is  habitually  the  case  with  the 
single  taxers  and  those  who  advocate  similar  additional 
burdens  on  land. 

Effectually  to  solve  the  Housing  problem  in  so  far 
as  the  working'Classes  are  concerned,  what  is  princi- 
pally required    is    not  cheap    land   but  higher  wages. 

This  latter  mosi  certainly  will  not  be  achieved  through 
attacks  on  jHoperty,  which  serve  only  to  drive  capital 
out  of  the  country  and  so  to  handicap  industrial  and 
commercial  enterprises  at  home. 

Consequences  to  the  Workingr  and   Poorer 
Middie   Classes— Direct    and    Indirect. 

Before  concluding,  it  may  be  well  to  emphasise  that 
the  Administrative  County  of  London  consists  of  IIG 
square  miles,  in  which  there  are,  up  to  the  present, 
recorded  and  known  to  be  34,000  freeholders. 

This  alTords  a  striking  contrast  to  Radical-Sociahst 
statements  such  as  that  of  Mr.  Hemmerde  in  the 
House  of  Commons  on  June  9,  1909,  when  he  stated:-- 
"  To-dav  the  bulk  of  the  land  of  London  is  owned  by 
about  srven  men."  Apropos  of  this  it  is  well  to  point 
out    that    19    square   miles   out   of   the   above    total    arc 
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owned  by  the  Crown,  the  Ecclcsiaslkal  Comniis'^ioners, 
the  City  Corporation,  and  the  London  County  Council, 
whilst  no  less  than  34,413  freeholders  average  between 
them  1"03  acres  each.  In  addition,  some  32.',  scjuare 
miles  are  owned  by  79  freeholders  and  some  8.',  scjuare 
miles  by  104  freeholders.  Two  owners  own  u})\\ards 
of  2  square  miles  each,  viz.,  the  F.arl  ot  \orthbrook 
and  Dulwich  College.  P'our  owners  each  own  upwards 
of  11  square  miles,  including  therein  Sir  Sjx'nt:er  Maryon 
WMlson  and  the  Earl  of  St.  German-.  W'liilst  two 
owners  each  own  upwards  of  1  s{|uarc  niilr.  \iz.,  the 
Paddington  Trustees'  Estate  and  the  Cator  Estate. 
The  Port  of  London  Authority  and  the  Duke  of 
Westminster,  also,  each  own  upwards  of  -'^  square  mile. 

In  addition  to  those  referred  to  above,  there  arc 
many  hundreds  of  thousands  of  others  in  F.ondon,  as 
in  other  parts  of  the  United  Kingdom,  wdio  would  be 
injuriously  affected  if  such  penal  methods  of  taxation, 
as  are  now  being  advocateci,  were  to  be  applied  to  the 
land. 

In  the  first  place,  it  cannot  seriously  b(^  df)ubted 
that  the  mere  passing  of  a  law  to  gi\-e  e(f en  to  such' 
proposals  would  produce  a  financial  cataclysm  without 
a  parallel  in  the  past  history  of  this  counii'w 

In  proof  of  the  fact  that  we  arc  not  overstating 
the  case,  Mr.  T.  D.  Benson,  a  prominent  Socialist,  may 
be  quoted.  Writing  in  TAe  Socialist  Review  of 
October,  1912,  Mr.  Benson  states:  "The  attack  in 
Mr.  Lloyd  George's  Budget  on  land,  and  the  (  lauses  in 
the  Insurance  Bill  dealing  with  property,  together  with 
municii)al  demands  in  sanitary  matters,  have  alrc^ady 
played  havoc  with  real  estate  in  Kjwns.  Prices  have 
rlropped  to  an  incredible  extent.  .  .  .  When  we  con- 
sider the  effects  of  such  a  smaii  attack  as  the  land 
clauses  of  the  1909  Budget,  It  requires  little  imagination 
to  conceive  the  wiiJespi-ead  vmn  which  would  tinder 
capitalist  competitive  conditions  follow  the  Single  Tax." 
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This  in  itself  would  exercise  the  most  injurious 
effects  on  employment  of  every  kind.  Without,  how- 
ever, entering  upon  indirect  effects  such  as  these,  it 
should  be  noted  that  Trades  Unions,  Industrial  and 
Provident  Societies,  Charities,  and  Hospitals,  Churches 
and  Chapels  of  every  Denomination,  and  a  thousand 
and  one  other  different  institutions  possess  large 
financial  interests  in  land. 

In  addition,  a  large  number  of  private  individuals, 
who  do  not  actually  own  any  land  at  all,  have  sums  of 
money,  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  an  enormous 
total,  secured  on  the  mortgage  of  land. 

In  the  passage  here  quoted,  the  President  of  the 
Auctioneers'  and  Estate  Agents'  Institute  of  the  United 
Kingdom,  Mr.  Arthur  W.  Brackett,  records  what  has 
already  been  the  effect  of  the  land  taxes  comprised  in 
Mr.  Lloyd  George's  Budget  of  1909.  Speaking  at  the 
meeting  of  the  Institute  held  at  Russell  Square  on 
October  31,   1912,  the  President  said:  — 

"The  expenenoe  of  the  members  of  that  Insti- 
tute, however,  was  that  there  was  a  hundred  small 
owners  for  every  large  landowner,  and  it  was  the 
smaSl  owner  who  had  been  so  grievously  and 
so  unexpectedSy  hst  by  the  new  taxes.  One  special 
class  amongst  the  small  owners  was  the  man  who  had 
an  equity  of  redemption — the  man  who  had  saved,  say, 
£300  and,  borrowing  £600,  had  bought  three  or  four 
cottages.  Now,  when  the  mortgage  was  called  in,  he 
found  the  property  would  only  realise  enough  to  pay  the 
mortgage,  and  perhaps  not  even  that,  whilst  his  own 
liardly- earned  savings  were  wiped  out." 

Here  one  encounters  the  evidence  of  a  leading 
expert  on  this  subject  who  most  certainly  cannot  be 
described  as  viewing  the  question  from  a  party  political 
standpoint. 

The  Prudential  Insurance  Company,  a  name  familiar 
throughout  the  length  and  breadth  of  this  country, 
furnishes  a  striking  instance  as  to  how  widespread  must 
be  the  indirect  effects  of  any  further  burden  imposed 
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upon  the  land.  The  balance  sheet  of  this  company  for 
the  year  ended  December  31,  1911,  is  published  in 
The  Times  of  March  8,  1912,  and  from  this  balance 
sheet  I  take  the  following  facts :  —Out  of  this 
company's  total  assets,  amounting  to  £81,239,683, 
approximately  £17,000,000  were  invested  in  or  upon 
the  security  of  land.  In  other  words,  upwards  of 
4s.  6d.  in  every  pound  of  its  assets  is  directly  secured 
on  land.  The  whole  of  this,  besides  indirectly  other 
of  its  investments,  would  be  prejudicially  affected  by 
the  taxation  of  land  values,  etc.  In  this  company,  the 
poorer  classes  possess  enormous  interests  in  the  shape 
of  life  policies,  industrial  policies,  etc. 

Prejudice  must  be  combated  by  facts.  For  example, 
how  many  of  those  who  listen  to  the  clap-trap  cry  of 
the  land  taxer:  "  Tax  landlords  out  of  existence," 
realise  that  amongst  those  who  will  be  injured  by  the 
new  proposals  will  be  the  under-mentioned,  whose 
interests  in  land,  it  will  be  seen,  considerably  exceed 
in  amount  £100,000,000:  — 

Co-operative  Societies  £16,034,406 

Industrial  and  Provident  Societies  ...  45,5,946 

Land    Purchase    Societies— Freehold  1,320,321 

iMortjrages  883,999 

Small  Holdings  Societies'  Income  from 
Rrnt,  £14,233,  at  25  years'  pur- 
chase, is  equal  to ...         ...         ...  354,825 

Building  Societies — Mortgages         ...         59,318,681 

Ordinary    Friendly   Societies,   giving 

Sickness  and  other  Benefits       ...         29,392,343 

100  Principal  Trade  Unions 960,475 


Total  ...    *£108,720,996 


These  are  the  hnestmcnts  of  these  Societies  in 
Land,_ Bu  n dings,  and  Mortgages . 

*  The  figures  are  taken  from  the  Annual  Report  of  the  Chief 
Fvrjjistrar  of  friendly  Socirties,  1910- Part  A,  pages  23  to  25.  Part  B, 
pajres  (ill)  and  (iv) :  Report  on  I'.uilding:  Societies  for  1910,  page  4  ;  Returnii 
of  Investmrnt'.  of  Priendlv  So.ielies,  lOOfi,  rage  (xx\)  ;  Report  on  Trade 
I  nions,  19<i,S-1010,  page  ("Iviij. 
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Every  person  interested  in  these  Societies  is  a 
"  Landlord." 

In  an  address  as  President  of  the  Institute  of 
Actuaries,  delivered  at  Staple  Inn  on  November  25, 
1912,  Mr.  Frederick  Schooling  (formerly  Actuary  to 
the  Prudential  Insurance  Company,  and  at  the  present 
time  one  of  the  Directors),  stated  that  investments 
dependent  upon  the  value  of  land  held  by  British  life 
companies  totalled  £110,000,000  in  capital  value,  of 
which  £68,000,000  represented  mortgages  on  pro- 
perty in  the  United  Kingdom,  and  £44,483,203  land, 
house  property  and  ground  rents.  They  were  also 
indirectly  interested  in  other  classes  of  investments 
whose  security  was  largely  dependent  upon  the  value 
of  land.  The  impression  that  land  taxation  would 
fall  upon  a  few  large  landowners  was  quite  fallacious  ; 
over  one  eighth  of  the  total  income  received  from  land 
and  houses  in  the  United  Kingdom  in  1909  10  was 
received  by  persons  who  did  not  pay  income  tax. 

The  Single  Tax  would  convert  all  these  investments 
into  waste  paper. 

Here,   then,    we   encounter   ample   corroboration   of 

Lord    Rosebery's    dictum: — "Property    is    much    more 

widely  diffused  than  is  generally  supposed.      You  talk 

of  taxing  this  and  that,  and  fancy  you  are  only  taxing 

dukes,   when,   as   a  matter  of   fact,    vast   communities, 

co-operative     societies    of     working    men     are     deeply 

interested  in  the  very  subjects  you   propose  somewhat 

hastily  to  tax." 

(Speech  of  March  26,  1907.) 

To  much  the  same  effect  is  the  following  statement 
by  Mr.  C.  P.  Trevelyan,  Z^I.P.  (the  present  Parlia^ 
mentary  Secretary  to  the  Board  of  Education):  — 

"  There  are  some  Members  of  this  House,  and 
manv  people  in  the  couutrv,  whose  sole  idea  with  regard 
to  the  taxation  on  such  values  is  to  get  at  the  great 
landlords    .    .    .    But   1   woujd  remind  my  lion,   frumds 
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who  hold  that  view  that  this  '  great  proprictoi'  '  cry 
has  been  largely  exaggerated,  and  that,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  the  greater  part  of  these  ground  rents  are  held 
by  small  investors,  and  are  in  the  same  category  as 
Consols  and  Corporation  or  Railway  Stock.  L  would 
suggest  that  it  is  a  very  serious  thing  to  put  a  new  tax 
upon  this  kind  of  property  which  is  being  dealt  with 
in  the  money  market  as  a  fixed  investment."' 

(House  of  Commons,  February  19,  1902.) 


Socialism  and  the  Singfie  Tax. 

The  Socialists  are  far  too  wise  in  their  generation 
to  confine  their  attacks  to  the  landlord,  whether  town 
or  country.  They  claim  that  land  reform  is  at  best 
only  "  a  partial  remedy,"  and  that  even  by  land 
restoration,  to  adopt  their  own  phrase,  society  will  be 
relieved  but  not  freed.  In  the  words  of  Mr.  H.  M. 
Hyndman,*  one  of  the  original  founders  of  the  Social 
Democratic  Federation  of  Great  Britain,  "  We  do  not 
particularly  hate  landlords  more  than  capitalists,  or 
capitalists  more  than  landlords,"  and  that  "  Even  from 
the  ethical  point  of  view,  if  you  are  going,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  to  tax  income  from  land,  why  not  tax  income 
from  all  robbery  of  labour?"  Nor  is  this  line  of 
reasoning  confmed  merely  to  the  Social  Democratic 
branch  of  Socialism.  For  example,  Mr.  W.  C. 
Anderson,  the  Chairman  of  the  Independent  Labour 
Party,  in  a  speech  delivered  at  Wigston  aMngna  on 
July  0,  1912,  said:  — 

"They  who  belonged  to  the  Labour  movement  said 
there  was  just  as  much  unearned  increment  in  con- 
nection with  capital  as  there  was  in  iand.  and  they  were 
not  going  to  relieve  the  man  who  was  making  unearned 
income  from  capital  to  place  the  whole  burden  on  the 
man  who  was  making  unearned  income  from  land." 

Again,    as    slated    by    Mr.    R.    C.    K.    Ensor,    the 

*  "  The  Single  Tax  v.  Snr-ial  Democracy."  PublishAi  In- the 
Twentieth  Century  Press. 
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Socialist  member  for  Poplar  for  the  L.C.C.,  in  an 
article  contributed  by  him  to  Tlie  Daily  Chronicle  of 
July    31,    1912,    entitled    "The    Single    Tax    Heresy," 

"...  You  can  make  no  case  for  taxing  to  confisca- 
tion point  (and  that  is  what  the  Single  Tax  means >  the 
already  accrued  vaSues  of  landed  property,  unless  you  are 
prepared  to  treat  other  property  on  the  same  footing," 
and  "  if  you  are  going  to  tax  one  class  of  existing  pro- 
perty on  any  large  scale,  you  must  tax  others." 

The  charming  impartiality  of  the  Socialist  as 
contrasted  with  the  mere  land  taxer  is  well  evidenced 
by  a  reference  to  the  programme  of  the  Socialist 
Labour  Party.  In  its  issue  of  July  11,  1912,  The 
Labour  Leader,  the  weekly  organ  of  the  I.L.P.,  pub- 
lishes what  is  described  as  the  full  programme  of  the 
Labour  Part\-.  Amongst  the  "  immediate  Reforms  '"  to  be 
pressed  forward  by  the  Socialist  Labour  Party  is  "  the 
taxation  of  unearned  incomes  to  extinction."  In  other 
words,  savings  of  every  sort,  kind,  and  description  are 
to  be  plundered.  The  full  gist  of  what  is  "  unearned 
income,"  according  to  Socialist  interpretation,  will  be 
tnade  clearer  by  a  recognition  of  the  fact  that  the 
interest  on  any  sum  whatsoever  which  a  person  may 
save  out  of  the  income  which  he  is  earning  by  his  daily 
effort,  at  once  becomes  "  unearned  income,"  and  would, 
if  the  Socialist  Labour  Party  were  in  a  position  to  give 
effegi  lo  iheir  proposals,  be  confiscated  without 
compensation. 

Equally  instructive  is  the  following  declaration  by 
Mr.  Philip  Snowden,  M.P.,  since  it  demonstrates 
beyond  the  realms  of  contradiction  that  none  are  to 
be  permitted  by  Socialism  to  benefit  as  a  result  of 
thrift  in  former  years.  In  a  word,  the  Post  Office 
Savings  Bank  depositor  is  to  be  robbed  equally  with 
the  large  fund- holder.  The  title  of  the  lecture  to 
which  we  refer  was  "  The  Abolition  of  the  Idle  Rich.". 
It   was   delivered   under  the  auspices   of  the   Glasgow 
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branch  of  the  Independent  Labour  Party  as  recently 
as  October  6,  1912: — "The  title  under  which  his 
address  had  been  advertised,"  said  Mr.  Snowden,  "  was 
not  his  own,  and  it  did  not  really  indicate  the  purpose 
of  his  observations,  because  Socialism  aimed  not  only 
at  the  abolition  of  the  idle  rich,  but  to  prevent  the 
private  appropriation  of  wealth,  whether  in  large  or 
small  amounts.  Hiere  were  industrious  rich  as  well 
as  idle  rich.  There  were  people  comparatively  poor 
living  on  incomes  which  they  did  not  earn,  and 
Socialism  had  for  its  ultimate  object  the  taking  away 
of  this  tribute  upon  labour.  The  most  cftecti\e  way 
to  abolish  the  idle  rich  class  was  to  get  down  to  the 
root  cause  and  take  away  the  monopolies  by  which  these 
people  were  enabled  to  appropriate  this  unearned 
income.  That  meant,  of  course,  the  public  acquisition 
of  the  means  of  production  and  distribution.  He  was 
delighted  that  the  Miners'  Federation  had  at  last  taken 
up  the  question  of  the  nationalisation  of  the  mines  in  gi'im 
earnest,  and  he  believed  that  if  the  niiners  would  only 
begin  a  national  campaign  they  would  be  able  to  force 
this  question  upon  tJie  attention  of  practical  statesmen. 
He  hoped  also  that  railway  men,  who  were  meeting  next 
week,  would  start  a  big  agitation  for  the  nationalisation 
of  railways.  Things  were  moving  in  the  right  direction, 
though  not  so  fast  as  they  would  like.  He  looked 
forward  to  a  state  of  society  in  which  \hrvo  would  be 
no  poor,  because  there  were  no  rich." 

Playing  the  Socialists'  Game. 

Whilst,  however.  Socialists  decline  to  confine  their 
attentions  to  the  theories  propounded  by  Henry  George, 
they  nonr  the  less  clearly  recognise  the  \alue  of  the 
propagandist  effect  of  such  theories  regarded  from  the 
Socialist  standpoint.  "  Intelligent  people,"  wrote  Mr. 
H.  M.  Hyndman  in  his  introduction  to  the  Pamphlet 
entitled  "  T/ir  Single  Tax  v.  Social  Dr?nocracy,''  "  who 
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eagerly  read  '  Progress  and  Poverty  '  with  its  light, 
pleasant  style  .  .  .  were  almost  forced  to  go  forward 
to  Socialism ;  though  they  might  shrink  back,  as  most 
of  them  did,  when  they  discovered  whither  they  were 
mentall)'  drifting.  Plenry  George,  therefore,  acted 
quite  unconsciously  as  a  valuable  propagandist  for  ideas 
almost  entirely  in  opposition  to  his  own." 

Even  Henry  George  himself  in  his  later  years  Was 
carried  far  along  the  Socialist  stream,  since  while  in 
his  first  book  he  only  proposed  to  rob  the  landowner, 
in  his  second  book  he  proposed  to  extend  this  robbery 
to  the  fundowner,  being,  as  stated  by  the  late  Prof. 
Lecky,  "  now  convinced  that  the  institution  of  public 
debts  and  private  property  in  land  rested  on  the  same 
basis." 

Confiscation  of  land,  whether  by  means  of  taxation 
or  otherwise,  would  unquestionably  create  a  precedent 
for  the  expropriation  of  owners  of  other  forms  of 
property.  If  the  principle  be  once  admitted  that 
because  the  value  of  land  is  due  to  the  presence  of  the 
community,  therefore  landowners  can — in  the  words  of 
a  Member  of  Parliament  closely  associated  with  the 
Land  Tax  movement -be  "  driven  into  the  bankruptcy 
court  by  taxation,"  its  application  will  inevitably  not  be 
confined  to  land  alone.  The  principle  will  be  extended 
to  general  industry,  for  the  value  of  the  landowner's 
holding  is  neither  more  nor  less  dependent  upon  the 
community  than  is  the  business  of  the  manufacturer  or 
tradesman,  or  the  practice  of  the  professional  man. 
It  is  the  presence  of  the  community  that  enables  each 
and  all  of  these  to  derive  a  living  from  the  pursuit 
which  each  follows. 

The    Municipal    RelTorm    Policy. 

In  conclusion,  let  it  not  be  thought  that  the 
Municipal  Reform  Party,  whilst  opposing  these  pre- 
posterous proposals  for  the  further  taxation  of  land, 
confine    themselves   to    a   mere    negative    policy.      The 
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policy  advocated  by  the  party  may  be  briefly  summarised 
as  follows :  — 

Firstly,  that  London  shall  receive  its  share  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  Land  Taxes,  of  which  Mr.  Lloyd 
George  has  hitherto  wrongfully  deprived  the  ratepayers. 

Secondly,  that  London  shall  receive  its  proper  share 
of  Imperial  Grants,  of  which,  as  acknowledged  by  the 
Royal  Commission  on  Local  Taxation  in  their  report  of 
1901,  she  is  at  present  unjustly  deprived.  In  accordance 
with  the  Majority  Report  of  that  Commission,  London 
should  now  be  receiving  upwards  of  £2,000,000  a  year 
more  than  she  at  present  receives.* 

Thirdly,  that  London  shall  receive  the  proceeds  of 
the  Petrol  Tax  collected  in  respect  of  London.  In 
1913,  it  is  authoritatively  stated,  there  will  be  4,000 
motor  'buses  on  the  London  roads,  representing  a  con- 
tribution to  the  Petrol  Tax  of  upwards  of  £240,000  a 
year.  This  amount  is  exclusi\e  of  what  London  motors 
and  taxi-cabs  contribute  under  this  tax,  all  of  which 
should  rightly  be  paid  to  the  relief  of  London  rates. 

Fourthly,  that  the  central  rates  should  be  levied 
upon  the  actual  product  of  a  Id.  rate.  This  would  do 
away  with  the  hardship  which  the  poorer  Boroughs  at 
present  experience  owing  to  the  fact  that  the  L.C.C. 
and  other  central  bodies  now  levy  their  rates  upon  the 
paper  value  of  London  and  make  no  allowance  ir; 
respect  of  the  loss  of  rates  consequent  upon  "  empties." 

These  items  together  would  represent  a  relief  to  the 
London  Ratepayer  of  approximately  Is.  in  the  pound.  To 
this  London  is  justly  entitled,  and  it  is  the  policy  of 
Municipal  Reform  to  secure,  if  possible,  this  relief  on 
behalf  of  London. 

H.     M.     JESSEL. 
November  2(3,  1912. 


*  On  the  figures  of  the  vear  190fi-7.  London,  according  to  the  schema 
supported  by  the  .Majority  Report  of  the  Roval  Commission  on  Local 
Ta.xation,  is  entitled  to  an  additional  total  sum' of  £],5J)2,000.  As  to  how 
this  amount  is  arrived  at  is  shown  in  Table  1,  which  ac(  ompanies  the 
Memorandum  .submitted  hy  the  L.C.C.  to  the  Departmental  Committee  on 
Local  Taxation.     (See  Cd.  630;;,  II,  pp.  132  and  133.; 
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APPENDIX. 


iVIemoriai    Advocating    Taxation    of    Land 

Values. 

The  following  is  the  text  of  the  Memorial  presented 
by  the  United  Committee  for  the  Taxation  of  Land 
Values  to  the  Prime  Minister  and  the  Chancellor  of  the 
Exchequer  on  May  18,  1911:  — 

"  Land    and    Taxation    Reform. 

"  We,  the  following  Members  of  Parliament,  desire 
to  place  on  record  our  grateful  appreciation  of  the 
efforts  of  the  Prime  Minister,  Chancellor  of  the 
Exchequer  and  the  other  Members  of  the  Cabinet, 
in  placing  upon  the  Statute  Book  of  the  Country 
the  Budget  of  1909-10,  which  for  the  first  time 
recognises  the  principle  of  the  separate  valuation 
of  land,  and  thus  provides  the  foundation  necessary 
for  such  further  reforms  as  will  result  in  procuring 
for  the  people  of  this  country  a  more  equitable 
distribution  of  the  burdens  of  the  State,  in  securing; 
to  each  the  results  of  his  own  labour,  and  in 
opening  up  the  land  to  those  who  can  make  the 
best  use  of  it. 

"  We  therefore  respectfully  urge  the  Government  to 
continue  and  develop  the  policy  inaugurated  by  the 
Budget  by:^ — 

"  1.    Making    land    values    available    for    public 

needs. 
"2.    Freeing  industry  from  monopoly  and  undue 

burdens  of  taxation. 
"  3.    Completing  the  policy  of  Free  Trade  by— 
"(rt)    Securing  greater  opportunities   to  pro- 
duce in  our  own  country  by  affording 
greater  opportunities  to  use  the  land ; 
and 
"(^)    Abolishing  the   duties   that   remain   on 
the  food  of  the  people. 
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"  We  ask  that  this  policy  may  be  carritd  into  eliect  by — 

"  1.  Hastening  the  completion  of  the  valuation 
of  all  land  apart  from  improvements, 
provided  for  in  the  Budget  of  1009-10. 

"  2.  Making  that  valuation  accessible  to  the 
public. 

"  8.  Empowering  local  authorities  to  le\-y  rates 
on  the  basis  of  the  valuation. 

"  4.  Levying  a  Budget  Tax  on  all  Lnnd  Values 
to  be  applied 

"(<?)  In  providing  a  National  I'^und  to  be 
allocated  towards  the  cost  of  such 
services  as  education,  poor  relief, 
main  roads,  asylums,  and  police, 
thereby  reducing  the  local  rates;  and 

"(d)    In   substitution   for   the    duties   on   tea, 
sugar,    cocoa,    and    other    articles    of 
food." 
(See  Land  I'alucs  for  June,   I!>11.) 

This   Memorial    received   the   signature    oT    no    less 
than  173  Members  of  the  House  of  Commons. 


The  following  resolution  was  passed  at  a  meeting 
of  the  Parliamentary  Land  Values  Croup  on  July  31, 1912  :- 

■■  This  meeting  reaffirms  its  request  to  the  (lovern- 
ment  to  continue  and  develop  the  policv  inaugurated 
by  the  Budget  of  1909-10  by:  (1)  'Making  land 
\alues  available  for  public  needs,  (2)  Freeing  industry 
from  monopoly  and  undue  burdens  of  taxation,  {'-\) 
Completing  the  policy  of  P>ee  Trade  by  (^a)  Securing 
greater  opportunities  to  produce  in  our  own  country 
by  affording  greater  opportunities  to  use  the  land,  and 
{b)  Abolishing  the  duties  that  remain  on  the  food  of 
the  people.  We  further  ask  that  this  policy  may  be 
carried  into  effect  l)y:  (1)  Hastening  the  completion 
of  the  valuation  of  all  land,  apart  from  improvements, 
provided  for  in  the  Budget  of  1909-10,  ^2}  Making 
that  valuation  accessible  to  the  publi(  ,  (.'5^  Empowering 
local  authorities  to  levy  rates  on  the  basis  of  that 
valuation,  (4)  Levying  a  Budget  Tax  on  all  laiul  values 
to  be  applied   {n)    In   providing  a  national    fund   to  be 
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allocated  towards  the  cost  of  such  services  as  education, 
poor  relief,  main  roads,  asylums,  and  police,  thereby 
reducing  the  local  rates,  and  {b)  In  substitution  of  the 
'duties  on  tea,  sugar,  cocoa,  and  other  articles  of  food." 

These  proposals  were  again  rcaftinncd  at  a  meeting 
of  the  Land  Values  Group  held  on  October  7.  1912. 


"  Such  a  charge,"  writes  Mr.  George  Cave,  K.C., 
M.P.,  in  his  article  entitled  "  Fallacies  of  the  '  Single 
Tax  '  Theory,"  published  in  the  Daily  Mail  Year  Book 
for  1913,  in  referring  to  the  above  resolution  of  tlie 
Land  Values  Group,  "  if  reduced  to  iigures,  would  work 
out  as  follows  :  — 

Rates  -         ...         £71,000,000 

Grants  in  aid  ...         ...  25,000,000 

Food  taxes 10,000,000 


£106,000,000' 


"  Now,  according  to  the  careful  calculations  of  Mr. 
Edwin  Savill  ('The  Single  Tax  Movement,'  by  Edwin 
Savill,  F.S.I.,  'Transactions  of  the  Surveyors'  Insti- 
tution,' Vol.  44,  Fart  VI.),  the  capital  site  value  of  all 
the  land  in  the  United  Kingdom  amounts  at  the  present 
time  to  £3,000,000,000,  and  in  order  to  raise  the 
above-mentioned  annual  sum.  of  £106,000,000  it  would 
be  necessary  to  impose  a  tax  of  8d.  in  the  pound  on 
this  capital  value,  or  16s.  8d.  in  the  pound  on 
the  annual  value  of  the  same  land.  But  it  must  be 
remembered  that,  if  the  proposed  taxation  were  sanc- 
tioned, land  would  forthwith  fall  enonnously  m  value, 
and  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether,  after  such  depre- 
ciation, the  whole  annual  site  value  of  the  land  would 
be  sufficient  to  defray  the  sum  required.  Indeed,  it 
is  calculated  that,  even  at  present  values,  the  aimual 
site  value  of  land  in  London  would  barely  be  sufficient 
to  pay  the  sum  required  for  local  purposes  alone 
("  Some  Aspects  of  the  Demand  for  the  Rating  of 
Site  Values,"  by  H.  E.  Haward,  Comptroller  of  the 
London  County  Council,  July,    1912.)" 
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Election   Address  of   Mr.   Outhwaite. 

In  his  address  to  the  electors  of  the  Borough  of 
Hanley,  issued  hi  July,  1012,  Mr.  Outhwaite,  M.P., 
writes : 

■■  I  solicit  your  votes  in  support  of  the  following  policy :  that 
Kducation,  Poor  Relief,  Police,  Main  Roads,  and  Asylums  shall  be 
treated  as  National  services  to  be  financed  by  the  Exchequer  ;  that 
the  money  shall  be  raised  by  a  National  tax  on  the  site  value  of 
land." 

"  Such  taxation  will  force  landowners  to  use  or  let  others  use 
their  idle  acres,  and  so  open  such  opportunities  to  labour  and 
industry  as  will  provide  a  solution  of  the  unemplo\  ed  problem." 

"  1  support  the  proposal  of  the  1-and  Values  Group  in  the  House 
of  Commons  that  the  increment  tax  be  abolished  and  a  general  Land 
Value  Tax  levied  in  its  stead,  and  that  the  Tea  and  Sugar  duties  be 
removed  in  the  same  way.'' 

"  If  returned  as  your  representative  I  shall  urge  the  construction 
of  a  National  Waterway  to  the  seaboard  to  be  open  like  a  roadway, 
free  of  charge  to  all  users.  With  Land  Value  taxation  in  operation 
the  construction  of  canals  and  great  roads  for  motor  tratiic  will  be 
I'rofilable  to  ihe  State  through  the  enhancement  of  Land  Values  and 
the  consequent  increased  return  from  the  tax.  This  is  the  only  sane 
method  for  the  nationalisation  of  transport  facilities,  and  the  same 
principle  should  be  applied  to  the  nationalisation  of  the  railways,  so 
that  freights  may  be  lowered  and  wages  raised." 

*■  The  '  Insurance  Act '  will  shortly  be  in  operation.  So  vast  a 
measure  of  social  reform  may  need  amendment  in  detail,  and  if  the 
tjuancial  provisions  are  found  to  bear  unduly  heavily  on  contributors, 
1  shall  urge  that  what  the  Prime  Minister  has  called  *  the  communal 
value  of  land'  shall  t)e  taken  for  relief.  I  also  hold  that,  bv  tapping 
this  source  of  revenue,  the  age  limit  for  Old  Age  Pensions  can  be 
benelicially  lowered.  By  taxing  Land  \'alues  the  Governments  of 
Australia  and  New  Zealand  have  been  able  to  grant  an  Old  Age 
Pension  of  lOb.  a  week  at  sixty-five  to  men  and  at  sixty  to  women." 


An  Iniportani  Report,  dated  March  31  and  April  7, 
1911,  of  the  Local  Government  Records  and  Museums 
Committee  of  the  Council,  deserves  attention  as  bearing 
on  tins  subject.  This  Report  was  presented  to  the 
Council  on  May  30,  1911,  and  in  their  Report  the 
Local  Government  Committee  thus  comment  on  the 
extreme  difficulties  which  must  attend  any  scheme  for 
the  special  rating  of  site  values.  As  to  this,  the 
Committee  state:  *'  It  must  be  remarked  that  the  special 
rating  of  site  values  is  surrounded  by  extraordinary 
difiiculties.  The  question  of  the  '  incidence  '  of  rates, 
i.e..  the  real  or  uhimate  incidence  as  opposed  to  the 
legal  cliarge,  is  very  intricate.  The  minority  of  the 
Royal  Commissioners  on  Local  Taxation,  who  reported 
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on  the  question,  admitted  that  they  could  offer  no  exact 
solution  of  this  problem,  adding  that  perhaps  none  is 
possible.     They,  however,  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that 
the    owner   do3S    bear   the    burden    of   a    part  of   the 
rates.     In  regard  to  the  proposals  for  the  differential 
rating  of  site  values  which  were  brought  before  them, 
the    Commissioners   pointed   out   that    while    they    were 
in   substantial   agreement    as    to    the    definition   of   site 
value,    they    disagreed    fundamentally    in    determining 
who  is  the  owner  of  site  value.      Indeed,  so  great  are 
the  complications  of  the  question  that  the  Commissioners 
in  their  final  report   expressed  a  doubt  as  to   whether 
they  had  rightly  understood  one  of  the  proposals  put 
before    them,    that    of    Mr.    Fletcher    Mouiton    ^ Final 
Report,    page    160;.      They   unhesitatingly   condemned 
all   the   schemes,    while   not    deeming   the   ideas    which 
underlay   them   entirely   unsound.       In  the   first    place, 
the  Commissioners  were  clear  that  the  interests  in  site 
value  are  distributed  in  an  intricate  manner  amongst  a 
great    number    of    parties.       Moreover,    the>-    were    con- 
vinced   that    site    value    is    included     (except    in    the 
case  of  uncovered  land)   in  the  value  upon  whirli  rates 
are  at  present  assessed.      Nevertheless,  they  concluded 
that  urban  rating  is  susceptible  of  reform,  and  that  site 
and  structure,  which  are  now  combined  for  rating  pur- 
poses, differ  so  essentially  in  character  that  they  ought 
to  be  separately  valued.      They  recommended   that  as 
site   value,   when   separated   from   structure,   is   capable 
of    bearing   somewhat    heavier    taxation,    it    should    be 
made  to  bear  it,  subject,  however,  to  strict  respect  for 
existing    contracts.       These    observations    and    recom- 
mendations    of     a      strong     minority     of     the     Royal 
Commissioners    on    Local    Taxation    must    be    borne    in 
mind  in  dealing  with  the  question  of  rating  site  values. 

"  ft  cannot  be  too  strongly  emphasised  that  there 
are  the  gravest  difficulties  in  the  way  of  the  adoption 
of  a  ;>cheme  on  these  lines  at  the  present  time.  In  the 
first  place,  the  Government  valuation  of  sites  is  only  in 
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its  early  stages,  and  will  lake  a  long  time  to  complete. 
It  seeiiis  advisable  to  wait  until  it  is  complete,  at  all 
events  as  regards  London,  before  considering  in  detail 
a  scheme  to  lev>  a  rate  on  the  figures.  In  the  second 
place,  the  figures  (except  those  relating  to  April  30, 
1909  will  probably  not  provide  an  equal  basis,  inas- 
much as  the  assessable  site  value  is  to  be  ascertained 
only  in  respect  of  individual  properties  and  on  certain 
specilitd  occasions,  namely,  on  sale,  on  death,  or,  in 
the  ease  of  companies,  etc.,  every  15  years.  It  must, 
therefore,  happen  that  the  recorded  site  values  of  pro- 
perties within  the  same  local  taxation  area  will  relate 
to  conditions  obtaining  at  dates  differing  by  many 
years.  Then,  again,  there  is  the  very  important  question 
of  the  effect  that  any  scheme  might  have  upon  the 
allocation  of  the  new  land  taxes  under  the  Finance 
(1901I-10'  Act.  1910.  Under  this  Act,  one  moiety  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  duties  on  land  values  was  to  be 
approjiriated  for  the  benefit  of  the  local  authorities  in 
the  Inited  Kingdom  in  a  manner  to  be  hereafter 
determined  by  Parliament.  As  regards  1910-11,  the 
Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  in  his  Budget  statement 
(June  '■>(),  1910),  pro])osed  to  Parliament  that  the 
local  authorities'  moiety  for  this  year  shall  be  im- 
pounded in  order  to  assist  him  in  making  good  a 
shortage  of  revenue  from  the  beer  and  spirit  surtaxes. 
By  the  Revenue  Act,  1911,  the  transfei*  of  the  local 
authorities  moiety  is  to  continue  until  31st  March, 
1914-.  .\nuther  Act  of  Parliament  is  needed  before 
the  Icnal  authorities  can  receive  any  part  of  this  money. 
The  moiety  is  therefore  not  by  any  means  secured 
i)ey()!ul  all  possibility  of  interference,  and  it  seems 
advisable  that  no  scheme  seening  to  utilise  site  values 
for  the  purpose  of  rating  should  be  considered  until 
the  allocation  of  the  cfuties  on  land  values  shall  have 
been  definitely  determined  by  Parliament.  It  seems 
])r()h;il)lc  iliat  a  scheme  of  the  nature  here  suggested, 
if  carried  out,  would  be  a  gaeat  incentive  to  a 
Chancellor  of  the  P.xchequer  in  search  of  revenue  to 
take  l»oih  moieties  of  the  proceeds  of  the  present  site 
value  la.xaiion,  for  the  purposes  of  the  Imperial 
Government,  and  to  leave  the  Council  to  extract  what  it 
rouUI.  in  addition,  from  owners  of  site  values.  For 
these  reasons,  ihe  majority  of  our  Committee  are  r.ot 
in  favour  of  a  scheme  on  a  site  value  basis." 

.Sc.     /..C.C.      \grn<la,    Mav    ;j(»,    1911,    pp.    13G2 
and  ]:560.) 


PROGRESSIVE    ATTACK    ON 
LONDON    BOROUGHS, 

AND 

EQUALISATION    OF    RATES. 


The  maiiiic-iuince  of  the  present  constitution  of 
London  Government,  it  is  now  evident,  is  to  form  one  of 
the  principal  jxnnts  of  attack  by  the  Progressive- 
Socialists  in  connection  with  the  forthcoming  L.C.C. 
Elections.  The  [)olicy  which  receives  the  support  of 
the  Progressi\c  l^arty  is  sufficiently  outlined  in  an  article 
which  ap]3eared  in  The  Daily  News  and  Leader  of 
July  17,  191'J,  entitled  "  The  Next  L.C.C.  Elections, 
Reform  of  Loiuhjn  Government ."  This  article  is  re- 
produced in  the  August  nuinber  of  London  Municipal 
Notes,  i)p.  07  to  99,  to  which  reference  should  be 
made. 

Further  })roof  of  the  intention  of  the  Progressive- 
Socialist  Part)  to  destroy  the  Metropolitan  Borough 
Councils  will  be  found  in  the  1910  Edition  of  L.C.C. 
Fads  and  Jrgumen/s,  \'ol.  1.,  pp.  266  to  284. 
•  Vttention  is  also  directed  to  the  following  quotations 
taken  froni  recent  speeches  by  prominent  leaders  of 
the    Proi^ressive-Socialist    Party: 

Speaking  at  the  Annual  Meeting  of  the  London 
Reform  Inion.  the  Progressive-Socialist  headquarters, 
on    March    6,     1911,    Mr.     \V.    H.     Dickinson,     M.P. 
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(Chairman  of  the  London  Liberal  Federation;,   is  thus 
reported  in  The  Morning  Leader  of  March  7,  1011  :  — 

"  He  confessed  at  once  that  he  thovig-ht  London  was 
going  back.  County  and  borough  councils  appeared  less 
eager  to  grapple  with  the  urgent  social  problems.    .    .    . 

"  After  dealing  with  the  L.C.C.s  work  during  the 
first  15  years  of  its  existence,  the  speaker  said  that  its 
policy  was  now — ^he  would  not  say  "  destructive,'  but 
'  non-constructive.'  There  was  no  aspiration,  no  forward 
movement,  no  looking  to  the  future,  no  ideals. 

''The  pfobSem  of  London  was  the  probtem  of  a 
Greater  London,  MuStipIe  jurisdiction  did  not  promote 
economy  in  working — it  was  distinctly  wasteful.  In  his 
opinion  the  only  advantage  of  maintaining  the  ^'arious 
local  bodies  in  London  lay  in  the  fact  that  it  encouraged 
local  interest  and  local  workers,  and  furnished  a  class 
of  man  who  would  devote  himself  to  public  work  in  the 
district,  but  could  not  give  the  time  and  labour 
necessary  for  service  at  some  distant  place. 

"  An  end  must  be  put  to  the  variableness  of  the 
rates  levied  in  different  parts  of  London.  They  range 
from.  6s.  Id.  in  the  pound  in  Westminster  to  1  "Js.  4d. 
in  Poplar. 

"  They  were  driven  to  the  follo\\-ing  ronrlnsions :  — 

"  (1)  That  there  must  be  one  rate  for  rill  purposes 
collected  uniformly  over  tlic  whole  county. 

"  (2)  That  if  Socal  bodies  were  to  spend  the  money 
so  received,  the  Centra!  GouiiiciS  must  have 
financial  control  over  them. 

(3;  That  these  local  bodies  must  lie  in  close 
touch  with  and  distinctly  subordinate  to  the 
central  body  ;    and 

(4)  That  if  that  be  so  there  were  strong  reasons 
why  they  should  derive  their  authority  from 
the  central  body  rather  than  from  the  local 
electors. 

"  He  recommended  the  establishmcrtt  of  a  central 
council  for  London,  consisting  of  about  200  members 
-half  as  large  again  as  the  present  County  Council. 
That  council  would  have  all  the  powes-s  of  the  County 
Council,  the  borough  councils,  and  the  guardians, 
and    consequently    the  Metropolitan    Water    Board.     8t 
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would  also  have  control  of  the  police  and  the  water 
supply.  The  council  would  have  the  widest  possible 
powers  o±  delegating  its  duties  (other  than  raising. 
money)  to  local  committees,  and  he  proposed  that  such 
committees  should  be  allocated  to  the  areas  of  the 
existing  Metropolitan  boroughs.  The  members  of 
these  committees  should  be  appointed  by  the  central 
council  by  some  method  of  proportional  voting,  so 
that  the  committees  would  reflect  as  far  as  possible 
the  general  party   complexion  of  the   central  council. 

In  order  not  to  lose  continuity  of  administration 
at  the  outset,  he  would  lay  it  down  that  a  certain  pro- 
portion-say two-thirds — of  the  members  nominated  by 
the  central  council  should  be  drawn  from  the  existing 
borough  councils  and  boards  of  guardians.  He  would 
leave  to  the  centrial  council  absolute  freedom  of 
selection  of  the  remainder,  and  of  the  whole  committees 
on  all  future  occasions.  The  institution  of  a  single 
central  council  with  local  committees  would,  ihe  believed, 
solve  many  of  the  difficulties  that  had  already  made 
themselves  apparent  in  many  branches  of  adminis- 
tration. Local  administration  should  be  in  close 
touch  with  the  central  council.  They  would  be  assisted 
by  the  officers  of  the  central  council,  and  would  carry 
out  their  duties  under  schemes  of  administration  and 
rules  of  procedure  and  scales  of  relief,  etc.,  laid 
down  by  the  central  council.  Thus  they  would  get 
a  system  of  London  Government^uniform,  effective^, 
and  economic." 

Speaking  at  the  Council's  Meeting  held  on 
November  14,  1911,  Sir  J.  W.  Benn,  the  leader  of 
the  Progressive-Socialist  Party  on  the  Council,  said:  — 

"  The  question  naturally  arises— Why  this  excess 
of  expenditure?  My  answer  is  that  it  is  largely  due 
to  the  extraordinary  way  in  which  London  Government 
is  split  up.  I  am  not  here  advocating  the  abolition  of 
the  Borough  Councils,  but  their  reconstruction  in  the 
direction  of  these  great  District  Councils,  with  an 
increase,  maybe,  of  their  local  duties,  but  so  connected 
as  regards  finance  and  general  policy  with  the  central 
body  that  we  may  secure  unity  of  purpose." 

In  other  words,  practical  abolition  of  local  control 
—the  boroughs  to  be  in  the  grip  of  the  L.C.C.  And 
all  this  under  the  title  of  "  reconstruction  "  I 
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Mr.  Harold  Spender,  the  writer  of  the  article 
above  referred  to,  which  appeared  in  The  Daily  News 
and  Leader  of  July  17,  1912,  declared,  at  the  annual 
meeting  of  the  London  Reform  I'nion,  held  at  the 
National  Liberal  Club  on  February  24,  1909,  that 
central  control  should  be  the  key-note  of  Progressive 
policy.      On  that  occasion  Mr.   Spender  said:  — 

"  The  whole  machinery  of  government  in  London 
i?  too  expensive  and  too  complicated  .  .  .  the  increase 
of  central  control  should,  therefore,  be  the  leading 
principle  of  Progressive  policy." 

He  pleaded  for  the  centralisation  of  local  Services 
and  one  common  rate ;  also  the  absorption  of  the  area 
of  Greater  London. 


Further  Equalisation    involves    the 
Destruction  of  the  Boroug^h   Councils. 

Closely  akin  for  practical  purposes  to  the  Pro- 
gressive attack  on  the  London  Boroughs,  is  the  subject 
of  further  Equalisation  of  Rates,  since  it  is  now 
common  ground  between  the  two  parties  that  if 
Equalisation  of  Rates  is  to  proceed  much  further,  the 
powers  of  the  Central  Authority  must  be  materially 
strengthened,  unless  all  barriers  against  extravagance 
are  to  be  broken  down.  If  not,  Equalisation  in  many 
parts  of  London  would,  in  practice,  merely  amount  to 
allowing  one  Borough  to  call  the  tune,  whilst  another 
Borough  would  be  relegated  to  tlie  undesirable  role  of 
having  to  pay  the  piper. 

No  more  deadly  blow  could  be  dealt  at  local 
government  than  the  Progressive-Socialist  proposal  to 
abolish  the  Metropolitan  Borough  Councils  which  at 
present  carry  out  quite  two-thirds  of  the  municipal 
work  of  London.  Almost  equally  harmful,  if  carried 
into  execution,  would  be  the  reduction  of  these  bodies 
to    the    position    of    subordinate    local    committees,    as 
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advocated  above  by  Mr.  W.  H.  Dickinson,  M.P.,  whose 
every  action  would  be  under  the  control  and  at  the 
dictation  of  the  County  Council. 

Briefly,  one  of  the  chief  arguments  in  support  of 
the  present  system  of  Dual  Government  in  London  is 
that  local  control  is  essential  in  prder  to  secure 
efficiency  and  at  the  same  time  to  safeguard  economy. 
This  point  is  further  emphasised  when  we  come  to 
consider  the  subject  of  the  Dual  Government  of  London 
at  greater  length.  The  two  great  arguments  which 
alone  can  justify  the  abolition,  whether  total  or  partial, 
of  these  local  bodies,  are  at  the  present  time  entirely 
wanting,  since  neither  their  efficiency  nor  their  economy 
can  be  successfully  impugned.  The  efficiency  of  these 
bodies,  when  freed  from  the  baneful  control  of  a 
Progressive-Socialist  majority,  has  been  abundantly 
demonstrated  during  the  periods  that  the  Reformers 
have  been  in  a  majority  on  these  different  Councils. 
Further,  that  the  administration  of  these  Councils, 
when  dominated  by  the  Municipal  Reform  Party,  has 
complied  with  the  requirements  of  Economy  is  proved, 
firstly,  by  the  fact  that  the  average  Borough  Council 
rate  has  fallen  since  the  year  1906-7;  and,  secondly, 
by  the  reduction  that  has  taken  place  in  the  amount  of 
their  debt. 

Average  Net  Rate  in  respect  of  Borough  Council 
Expetiditure  for  London,  excluding  the  City. 


Year. 

1906-7 

1907-8 

1908-9 

1909-10 

1910-11 

1911-12 


( Authority — L 


Amount, 
s.          d. 

5-19 

4-90 

4-00 

3-36 

3-85 

3-88 

C.C.    Return,    ''Rates   JIade/') 
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From  the  following  brief  table  it  will  be  observed 
that  with  the  advent  to  power  on  the  Borough  Councils 
of  Municipal  Reform  in  November,  1906,  the  tide  of 
ever-gi owing  debt  for  the  first  time  in  the  history  of 
London  Local  Government  was  stayed,  and  began  to 
recede:    - 

Borough  Council  Loans  Outstanding. 

1905-6         £12,192,029 

1906-7         £12,077,158 

1907-8         £12,524,101 

1908-9         £12,400,834 

1909-10       £12,193,127 

"1910-11       £11,953,531 

(See  ''London  LJcbt  Return,   1910-11,"  p.    12.) 

Municipal  Reform.,  consequently,  has  reduced  the 
amount  of  the  Borough  Council  Debt  by  £238,498. 

Again,  as  we  show  b\'  the  table  on  page  262,  the 
expenditure  of  the  Metropolitan  Borough  Councils  per 
head  of  the  population  can  compare  favourably  with 
the  corresponding  expenditure  of  the  County  Boroughs 
of  England  and  Wales. 

.An  important  Debate  on  the  subject  of  Equalisation 
of  London  Rates  took  place  in  the  Council  on 
October  24,  1911.  Of  this  Debate,  a  full  report 
appears  in  London  Municipal  Notes  for  November, 
1911  (pages  128-143).  The  subjoined  extracts  briefly 
indicate  the  opinions  on  this  important  subject  expressed! 
on  that  (x-casion  by  the  following  Progressive- Socialist 
members  of  the  Council:  — 

Mr.  R.  C.  Ensor  (Progressive-Socialist  Member  for 
Poplar) :  — 

"  They  had  got  to  this :  centralise  government 
and  revenue  or  leave  both  decentralised  and  unequal 
as  they  are  to-day.  Frankly,  he  would  go  for 
centralisation  of  both.  ...  So  far  as  a  great  deal  of 
their  (the  Borough  Councils)  work  was  concerned,  it 
could  very  profitably  be  centralised." 
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Mr.  A.  J.  Shepheard  (Progressive  Member  for 
Central  Hackney)  :  — 

"  It  was  quite  impossible  to  deal  with  the  problem 
of  the  equalisation  of  rates  by  looking  at  the  equalisation 
alone.  It  was  impossible  to  go  into  the  question  of  the 
equalisation  of  rates  unless  they  went  into  this  question 
of  London  government  as  a  whole.  .  .  .  His  own 
feeling  was  that  they  wanted  the  Borough  Councils  to 
exist  in  some  sort  of  way  with  the  larger  authorities." 

Mr.  P.  A.  Harris  (Progressive  Member  for  South- 
West  Bethnal  Green):  — 

"  He  thought  the  problem  with  reference  to  the 
Borough  Councils  was  far  more  serious — far  more 
urgent." 

Mr.     W.     C.     Johnson     (Progressive    Member    for 

Whitechapel) :  — 

Borough  Councils  had  in  many  cases  done  good 
work,  but  one  might  still  feel  that  the  Borough  Council 
system,  was  not  an  ideal  system,  and  that  it  was  possible 
to  improve  them  in  certain  directions." 

Mr.    C.    Stettauer    (Progressive    Member    for    Mile 

End):  — 

"  The  only  right  way  of  administering  London 
government  was  in  the  first  instance  by  an  equalisation 
of  the  rates,  and  in  the  second  instance  as  a  necessary 
consequence  taking  power  to  spend  money  away  from 
the  Borough  Councils  by  means  of  centraf  financial 
conts-oS." 

Mr.  Stanley  Holmes  (Progressive  Member  for 
Hoxton)  :  — 

"  EquaHsatlon  without  some  measure  of  central 
control  over  foea6  expenditure  would  result  in  higher 
rates  and  extravagance." 

Mr.  C.  J.  Matthew  (Progressive  Member  for 
St.  George-in-the-East) :  — 

Expressed  himself  in  favour  of  centralisation. 

In  the  Debate  in  the  Council  which  followed  the 
presentation  of  the  Annual  Estimates  for  1912-13,  viz. : 
on  April  30,  1912,  Mr.  H.  L.  Jephson,  the  Progressive- 
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Socialist  Member  for  West  Islington,  gave  expression 
to  the  following  somewhat  important  admission  relative 
to  the  subject  of  further  Equalisation:  — 

"  There  is  nothing  on  the  paper,  or  in  Mr.  Hayes 
Fisher's  speech,  except  criticism  about  Exchequer 
grants.  No  suggestion  is  made  as  regards  any  other 
sources  of  revenue,  and  the  equalisation  of  rates  is  not 
referred  to,  although  j  acknowledge  that  the  equalisa- 
tion of  rates  would  only  remove  some  of  the  difficulties 
of  some  of  the  inhabitants." 


1.— The  Attack  or^  the   Borougfh  Councils. 

That  the  destruction  of  the  Borough  Councils  is  the 
goal  which  the  Progressive- Socialists  desire  to  achieve 
in  regard  to  London,  is  clearly  evidenced  by  the  fact 
that  in  connection  with  the  present  Municipal  Elections 
that  party,  through  the  Marquess  of  Lincolnshire 
(Treasurer  of  the  Progressive  Party  Fund),  is  appealing 
for  financial  support  on  the  grounds  that  a  Progressive 
victory  at  these  Elections  would  encourage  the  Govern- 
ment to  introduce  a  Bill  for  the  abolition  of  the 
Metropolitan  Borough  Councils.  Doubtless,  on  occasions, 
it  serves  the  purpose  of  the  Progressive- Socialist  Party 
on  the  London  County  Council  to  disguise  what  is  their 
true  aim  and  object,  since  the  proposal  to  abolish 
in  toio  the  Borough  Councils  is  one  which  receives  no 
welcome  from  the  majority  of  Progressive  members  on 
these  Borough  Councils. 

It  will  be  recollected  that  certain  recommendations 
made  by  Mr.  W.  H.  Dickinson,  M.P.,  were  subse- 
quently embodied  in  a  set  of  resolutions  which  were 
taken  by  a  deputation  of  London  Radicals  to  the  Prime 
Minister  some  four  and  a  half  years  ago,  viz. :  on 
June  30,  1908.  Mr.  Asquith  did  not  then  seem  dis- 
posed to  take  up  very  eagerly  the  Progressive  proposals, 
but  apparently  from  the  statement  above  referred  to, 
which    accompanies    that    party's    appeal    for    financial 


support,   the    Prime    Minister   has    now   been    prevailed 
upon  to  give  a  pledge  in  regard  to  this  matter. 

Accordingly,  the  Electors  of  London  at  this  Election 
will,  on  March  6  next,  be  called  upon  to  decide  as  to 
whether  they  shall  place  the  Municipal  Government  of 
London  under  one  gigantic  Central  Authority,  or 
whether  the  Dual  or  Federal  System,  viz.  :  a  Central 
Council  and  Local  Municipalities  shall  be  continued. 

The  Progressives'  proposals,  be  it  noted,  contem- 
plate the  creation  of  one  single  monster  Municipality, 
which  shall  not  only  control  the  Local  Government  of 
the  Metropolis,  but  which  shall  stretch  out  its  tentacles 
and  usurp  the  functions  of  various  other  local  bodies 
at  present  outside  London.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
Dual  or  Federal  System,  which  has  the  support  of  the 
Municipal  Reform  Party,  has  been  vindicated  by  all 
authorities,  the  latest  of  which  is  the  Royal  Commission 
of  1894.  Moreover,  it  has  worked  w^ell  in  practice. 
A  single  Municipal  Body,  on  the  other  hand,  as  judged 
by  all  past  experience,  will  be  certain  to  become  over- 
weighted with  its  work,  and,  therefore,  to  result  in  a 
vast  increase  of  Officialdom.  Consequently,  if  London 
is  to  escape  from  being  placed  under  the  grinding 
heel  of  a  Bureaucracy,  now  is  the  time  for  it  to  speak 
with  no  uncertain  voice. 

That  London  has  emphatically  declined  at  the 
recent  Borough  Council  Elections  of  November  last  to 
endorse  such  proposals,  should  augur  well  in  regard  to 
the  coming  L.C.C.  Elections. 

The  Dual  System  of  London  Government. 
E. -Its  Development. 

To  the  student  of  municipal  government  and  to 
the  ordinary  citizen,  the  structure  of  London  Govern- 
ment seems  unwieldy,  chaotic  and  costly.  The  question 
is  often  asked—"  How  is  it  that  you  have  so  many 
different    authorities    ruHng    London.       Why    not    have 
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one  single  body  to  do  all  the  work?  Birmingham, 
Manchester  and  Liverpool  have  but  one  Corporation. 
Why  docs  London  need  a  County  Council,  a  City 
Corporation,  and  28  Metropolitan  Boroughs  to  carry 
but  its  municipal  work  to  say  nothing  of  the  Boards 
of  Guardians,  Asylums  Board,  etc.,  etc.,  which  have 
other  civic  duties?" 

When  it  is  pointed  out  that  the  vast  size  of  London, 
its  position  as  the  seat  of  Imperial  Government  and  as 
the  capital  of  the  British  Empire,  place  it  in  a  wholly 
different  category  to  the  other  towns  of  the  L^nited 
Kingdom,  the  student  and  the  citizen  are  still  uneasy 
in  their  minds  and  unsatisfied  by  this  general  argument. 
They  see  that  there  is,  perhaps,  some  reason  for  the 
peculiar  formation  of  London  Government,  but  their 
natural  instinct  for  uniformity  demands  a  fuller 
explanation. 

"One  Authority  for  London." 

The  greater  part  of  the  support  given  to  the  cry 
for  "  one  municipality  for  London,"  and  the  central- 
isation of  all  power,  is  due  to  ignorance  of  the  special 
circumstances  under  which  London  administration  has 
developed.  Ihe  ambitions  of  the  Progressive- Socialist 
Party  over-ride  all  consideration  of  the  best  form  of 
Municipal  Rule  for  London.  They  desire,  in  fact,  to  con- 
struct the  Frankenstein  monster  which  Imperial  Govern- 
ments, Whig  and  Tory,  Liberal  and  Conservative,  have 
feared  a  London  Council  powerful  enough  to  threaten 
the  Government  of  the  day.  "  Concentrate  all  power  in 
one  central  authority,"  say  the  Progressive- Socialist 
and  Labour  Party.  "It  will  lead  to  greater  efficiency 
and  economy."  Tliat  is  the  argument.  The  real 
intention  is  to  simplify  the  capture  of  London  by  a 
party  whose  avowed  intention  is  to  use  the  machinery  of 
local  government  in  order  to  establish  Socialism. 


The  apparently  abnormal  system  of  London  Govern- 
ment makes  it  hard  to  convince  the  citizen  that  in 
reality  it  is  a  sound,  workable  system. 

Nevertheless,  in  view  of  the  revival  of  the  demand 
for  "  one  municipality  for  London  "  and  the  reduction 
of  the  Borough  Councils  to  mere  Committees  of  the 
Central  Council,  it  is  imperative  to  remove  the  growing 
impression  that  any  improvement  in  London  affairs 
depends  upon  a  reform  of  the  relations  between,  and 
the  relative  positions  of,  the  L.C.C.  and  the  Borough 
Councils. 

In  these  days  of  leaning  towards  bureaucracy,  it 
is  difficult  to  persuade  people  to  care  less  for  routine 
and  more  for  results.  Too  much  regard  for  the 
symmetry  of  the  machine  and  neglect  of  the  produce 
of  it  is  fatal  to  sound  management.  Accordingly^ 
while  the  development  of  the  present  dual  form  of 
London  Government  will  be  carefully  described,  there 
will  also  be  adequate  consideration  of  the  results  of 
that  system  as  seen  in  the  social  and  general  condition 
of  London. 

London  Governnnent -its  Growth. 

London  was  not  included  within  the  scope  of  the 
great  Report  of  1834  upon  the  state  of  the  Municipal 
Corporations  of  England  and  Wales. 

The  Royal  Commission,  however,  made  London  the 
subject  of  a  special  supplemental  Report  in  1837. 
Their  Report  inclined  towards  the  establishment  of  a 
single  municipality  for  London,  subject  to  the  question 
whether  it  was  wise  to  set  up  so  great  a  municipality. 
Their  view  was  that  they  "  Do  not  find  any  argument 
on  which  the  course  pursued  with  regard  to  other 
towns  "  (extension  of  boundaries)  "  coulcTbe  justified, 
which  would  not  apply  vs^ith  the  same  force  to  London, 
unless  the  magnitude  of  tfie  change  In  this  case  should 
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be  considered  as  converting  that  which  would  otherwise 
be  only  a  practical  difficulty  into  an  objection  of 
principle." 

It  must  be  remembered  that  in  1837  London  was 
small  in  point  of  population  compared  to  the  present 
time.  The  1831  Census  showed  a  population  of 
1,655,582.  To-day  it  is  4,522,961.  The  extent  and 
nature  of  municipal  powers  and  duties  in  1837  was 
also  ver)-  limited.  Much  vaster  and  more  varied 
interests  are  subjected  to  Local  Government  now  than 
was  the  case  some  eighty  years  ago.  It  may  be  that 
in  1837  there  was  some  justification  for  the  recom- 
mendation that  London  might  be  governed  by  one 
municipal  body  alone,  though  that  view  was  merely  a 
tentative  one,  and  did  not  prevail  for  long. 

Parliament  did  not  act  upon  the  Report  of  the 
Commission  of  1835. 

In  1853-4  another  Royal  Commission  was  appointed. 
In  their  Report,  the  Commission  noted  the  great 
improvement  in  municipal  administration  throughout 
the  country  which  had  followed  the  passing  of  the 
Municipal  Corporations  Act,  1835.  The  Commissioners 
expressed  the  opinion  that  it  was  advisable  to  apply 
the  main  provisions  of  that  Statute  to  the  City 
Corporation. 

The  Report,  lio\\ev<?r,  contradicted  the  tentative 
recommendation  of  the  Commissioners  of  1837  that  the 
City  should  extend  its  boundaries  and  absorb  the 
adjacent  areas.  The  magnitude  of  the  change ;  the 
absence  of  common  interests  between  the  extremities ; 
the  absence  of  minute  local  knowledge ;  the  huge  size 
of  the  area ;  and  the  difficulty  of  governing  it ;  wiere 
the  main  reasons  for  dissenting  from  the  proposal  to 
place  London  under  one  municipality.  "A  change 
of  this  magnitude,"  stated  the  Commissioners  (p.  13), 
"would  not  only  alter  the  whole  character  of  the  City 
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Corporation,  but  it  would,  as  it  seems  to  us,  defeat  the 
main  purpose  of  municipal  institutions." 

Then  it  was  that  the  system  of  dual  control— a 
central  body  with  strong  local  municipalities— was 
fomiulated.     The  Commissioners  recommended  — 

1.  That  a  Central  Board  of  Works  be  estab- 
lished. 

2.  That  the  existing:  seven  Metropolitan  Parlia- 
mentary Boroughs  should  be  created  municipal 
boroughs  (Westminster,  Marylebone,  Finsbury,  Tower 
Hamlets,  Southwark,  Lambeth,  and  Greenwich). 

3.  That  the  Central  Board  of  Works  should  be 
elected  from  each  municipality. 

The  Metropolis  Management  i\ct  of  1855  estab- 
lished the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  the  members 
of  which  were  elected  by  the  local  Vestries  and  District 
Boards.  The  Central  Body  was  entrusted  with  the 
administration  of  certain  functions  throughout  the  whole 
Metropolitan  area,  while  duties  of  a  local  nature  were 
left  to  be  discharged  by  local  bodies,  i.e.,  23  Adminis- 
trative Vestries  and   15  District  Boards. 

In  1861,  1866  and  1867,  Select  Committees  of  the 
House  of  Commons  considered  the  question  of  Local 
Taxation  and  Government  in  London.  A  great  deal 
of  evidence  was  taken  by  these  Committees,  and  it  is 
useful  to  note  the  main  points  put  forward  by  the  chief 
witnesses. 

Arguments    for    Dual    System. 

Mr.  James  Beal,  a  leading  Municipal  Reformer^ 
appeared  before  the  Select  Committees  on  Metropolis 
Local  Taxation  and  Government  of  the  Metropolis  in 
1861  and  1866.  He  advocated  separate  municipali- 
ties for  the  various  Parliamentary  Boroughs  of  th^ 
Metropolis,  and  suggested  that  that  collection  of  cor- 
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porations  should  elect  another  body  who  should  exercise 
duties  of  a  large  nature  common  to  the  whole  Metropolis, 
viz.,  main  drainage,  care  of  lunatics,  management  of 
bridges,  etc. 

I\Ir.  J.  Thwaites,  the  Chairman  of  the  Metropolitars 
Board  oi  Works,  stated  that  "a  corporation  for  the 
whofe  MetropoEis  would  be  an  unwiefdy  body"— "an 
unworkable  thing."  He  drew  a  "  distinction  between 
Liverpool  and  Manchester  and  London,  from  the 
peculiarity  of  the  districts  in  the  Metropolis."  "  It 
has  more  the  character  of  a  niunber  of  provinces 
grouped  together,  having  interests  perfectly  distinct, 
and  you  would  never  get  that  municipal  unity  in  the 
Metropolis  that  you  have  in  Manchester  and  Liverpool." 
(2445.)  He  further  expressed  the  view  that,  if  the 
central  body  were  to  exercise  a  control  over  the  local 
bodies,  it  "  would  stop  the  wheel  at  once." 

There  was  a  general  concensus  of  opinion  on  the 
part  of  the  majority  of  the  witnesses  that  centralisation 
of  municipal  duties  in  one  authority  alone  was  both 
costly  and  unwise. 

The  Select  Committee,  in  their  Third  Report,  re- 
viewed the  existing  system  of  London  Government ; 
"  recapitulated  the  chief  subjects  which  Parliament  has 
from  time  to  time  determined  ought  to  be  left  in  the 
hands  of  the  local  authorities  of  the  cities  and  towns 
of  England;"  and  then  stated:  "  It  appears,  however^ 
to  hiive  been  found  impracticable  to  apply  many  of 
these  Acts  either  wholly  or  in  part  to  the  Metropolis, 
and  in  consequence  several  special  Acts  have  been 
passed,  all  of  which  tend  to  show  that  the  circum- 
stances of  the  Metropolis  are  so  exceptional  as  to 
denr;and  a  separateand  distinct  consideration  in  organ- 
ising any  municipal  administration."     (p.  IX.) 

.After  referring  to  the  traffic  problem  and  the  ques- 
tion   of    huge    improvement    schemes,    the    Committee 
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concluded  their  Report  on   London  Government   in  the 
following  words :  — 

"  Various  schemes  for  the  improvement  on  a  com- 
prehensive scale  of  the  municipal  and  local  government 
of  the  Metropolis  have  been  suggested  in  the  evidence 
taken  by  your  Committee.  But  your  Committee  con- 
ceive that  the  discussion  of  these  plans,  involving' 
Imperial  as  well  as  local  interests  of  such  vast  magfni- 
tude,  should  form  the  subject  of  future  enquiry ;  and 
they,  therefore,  wish  to  express  no  opinion  as  to  their 
comparative  merits."      (p.   XI.) 

A  few  years  later,  in  1866,  a  Select  Committee 
again  reported ;  firstly,  with  ref erenoe  to  the  inadequacy, 
of  the  revenue  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  to 
meet  the  necessary  improvements  demanded  by  the 
state  of  London  ;  secondly,  that  their  enquiry  into  the 
system  of  government  was  not  complete,  and  that  the 
Select  Committee  should  be  re-appointed  in  the  next 
Session  of  Parliament. 

There  is  no  need  to  repeat  in  detail  the  views  of 
the  various  witnesses  examined  before  the  Committee. 
They  were  practically  unanimous  that  consolidation  of 
the  small  areas  was  needed,  and  that  municipalities 
ought  to  be  established  for  each  Parliamentary  Borough 
of  the  Metropolis.  Mr.  James  Bea!,  the  leading 
Municipal  Reformer  of  the  period,  stated:  "What  the 
City  is  within  its  area,  i  should  like  each  ParSiamentary 
Borough  to  be  within  its  area,"  (1894.)  At  the  same 
time  he  favoured  a  central  body  "  for  the  administration 
of  the  affairs  which  concern  the  Metropolis  as  a  whole." 
(1792.) 

In  reply  to  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  John  Stuart  Mill 
whether  it  would  inot  be  better  "  for  almost  every 
purpose  to  have  a  general  supervision  over  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  Metropolis  in  order  to  ha\e  anything 
like  uniformity  of  management,"  Mr.  Beal  said  "  I 
think  not.  I  think  you  may  safely  leave  to  each  local 
council  its  own  work."      (2152.) 
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The  opinion  was  also  generally  expressed  that  the 
administration  of  the  Poor  Law  should  be  in  the  hands  of 
the  new  municipalities. 

The  Select  Committee  was  re-appointed  in  the 
following  Session,  and  reported  in  May,  1867.  They 
stated  tliat — 

"  The  evidence  taken  by  your  Committee  shows  that 
in  some  large  parishes  where  the  local  administration 
has  been  most  completely  organised,  there  is  only  a 
vestry  for  the  administration  both  of  the  Local  Govern- 
ment Acts  and  the  Relief  of  the  Poor ;  your  Committee 
are  of  opinion  that  it  deserves  serious  consideration 
whether  this  system  might  not  be  extended  to  all  the 
districts  of  the  jNIetropolis.  It  WOUld  seem  tO  be 
desirable,  if  practicable,  in  order  to  avoid  the  myStiplicity 
of  local  authorities  in  each  district,  and  to  promote 
efficiency  of  administration  combined  with  economy, 
that  the  Board  of  Guardians  should  be  merged  in  the 
Common  Council  recommended  in  the  subjoined  7>esoii3- 
tions,  so  that  the  functions  of  Gocal  government  which  are 
now  brought  into  cSose  reSataons  with  the  relief  of  the  poor 
should  be  exercised  by  one  body  subject  to  such  superior 
contiol  by  the  municipal  council,  also  recommended 
in  the  resolutions,  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  general 
welfare  of  the  Metropolis." 

Recalling  the  fact  that  "  the  parochial  and  other 
divisions  of  the  Metropolis  have  been  repeatedly, 
changed  to  meet  the  varying  circumstances  of  the 
times  ;  ■'  and  that  London  has  grown  with  great  rapidity  ; 
the  Committee  wei^e  of  opinion  that  the  existing 
divisions  of  the  Metropolis,  for  the  purpose  of  local 
government,  should  be  re-adjustcd.  The  Committee 
considered  that  the  first  step  towards  an  improved  and 
efficient  system  of  local  government  was  to  constitute 
the  Metropolis  a  county  of  itself.   They  continued :  — 

As  the  necessity  for  establishing  a  strong  and 
efficient  local  administration  in  London  for  the  purpose 
of  assuring  the  health,  comfort,  and  convenience  of  the 
inhabitants  is  now  generally  acknowledged,  your  Com- 
mittee deem  it  unnecessary  to  enter  at  length  into  the 
matters  which  have  induced  them  to  arrive  at  all  the 
conclusions  set  forth   in   the  following  Resolutions,  by 
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which  they  believe  this  object  will  be  attained  iji  a 
manner  consistent  with  the  special  circumstances  of 
London,  and  the  seat  of  Her  Majesty's  Government." 

The  first  four  resolutions  deal  with  the  Commission 
of  the  Peace. 

The  remaining  resolutions  germane  to  our  subject 
are  as  follows :  — 

(7)  That  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  having  been  much  enlarged  since  its  first 
establishment,  its  name  should  be  made  more 
conformable  to  its  present  and  future  condition, 
and  it  should  be  called  "The  Municipal  Council  of 
London." 

(8)  That  the  President  of  this  Council  should  be 
periodically  nominated  by  the  Board,  and  be 
approved  of  by  the  Crown. 

(9)  That  the  Municipal  Council  should  discharge  all 
its  executive  duties  by  means  of  Committees  com- 
posed of  a  limited  number  of  its  members,  subject 
to  the  review  of  the  Council. 

(^10)  That  the  Municipal  Council  should  exercise  the 
powers  now  possessed  by  the  Metropolitan  Board, 
and  should  also  be  entrusted  with  a  supervision 
over  the  supply  of  water  and  gas  to  the  Metropolis, 
with  the  protection  of  the  public  interests  in 
regard  to  railways  and  other  undertakings 
affecting  the  enh^ibitants  at  large,  and  with  such 
other  functions  as  Parliament  may  from  time  to 
time  appoint  to  be  exercised  by  the  chief  authority 
for  the  general  management  of  the  affairs  of  the 
Metropolis. 

(12)  That  the  power  conferred  on  local  authorities 
in  the  Metropolis  to  improve  existing  thorough- 
fares, and  to  take  property  compulsorily  for  that 
purpose,  under  the  57th  Geo.  TIL,  ch.  29,  should 
be  lexpressly  extended  to  the  Municipal  Council, 
and  such  defects  in  the  Act  as  interfere  with 
the  due  exercise  of  that  power  should  be 
amended. 

(13)  That  the  Municipal  Council  should  be  in- 
vested with  such  powers  as  may  be  necessary  to 
make  a  unifonn  assessment  throughout  the 
Metropolis. 
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(14)  That  there  should  be  an  appeal  from  such 
assessment  to  the  general  sessions  of  the  Justices 
for  the  ■Metropolis. 

(15)  That  the  existing  divisions  of  the  Metropolis 
for  the  purpose  of  local  governmeint  under  the 
Metropolis  Local  Management  Act  are  in  some 
cases  too  small  and  inconvenient,  and  should  be 
readjusted. 

16)  That  each  district  should  be  divided  :nto  con- 
venient wards,  and  the  members  of  each  district 
governing  authority  should  be  elected  directly  by 
the  ratepayers  in  each  wardo 

(17)  That  it  is  desirable  that  Her  Majesty's  Govern- 
ment should  ascertain  in  what  manner  the  Metro- 
polls  can  be  best  divided  into  districts  and  wards 
in  accordance  with  these  Resolutions. 

(18)  That  the  governing  authority  of  each  district 
should  be  called  "The  Common  Council"  of  tne 
district. 

(19)  That  the  Common  Council  should  elect  annually 
a  chairman  and  a  deputy  chairman. 

(20)  That  in  order  to  prevent  repeated  elections,  all 
persons  to  be  elected  both  for  the  Municipal 
Council  and  the  Common  Council,  as  well  as 
persons  elected  to  other  offices,  should  be  nomi- 
nated and  elected  at  the  same  time  and  in  the 
same  manner. 

(22)  That  all  the  functions  now  exercisad  within  the 
district  by  the  Vestry  or  Local  Board  should  be 
vested  in  the  Common  Council. 

(24)  That  the  proceedings  of  the  Common  Council 
should  be  public  and  the  accounts  of  each  year 
should  be  printed  and  delivered  to  each  ratepayer, 
with  a  report  of  the  year's  administration. 

There  are  two  main  facts  which  emerge  out  of  this 
series  of  enquiries  into  and  reports  upon  London  Govern- 
ment and  Taxation.  First,  it  is  laid  down  in  no 
uncertain  terms  that  the  system  of  municipal  adminis- 
tration most  suitable  for  London  is  the  dual  one— a 
central  body  discliarging  large  duties  common  to  all  the 
Metropolis,  and  local  bodies  of  independent  character 
carrying  out  the  local  work  which  can  best  be  done  in 
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the  locality.  Secondly,  the  need  for  the  consolidation 
of  small  areas,  and  for  the  placing  of  the  poor  law  in 
the  hands  of  the  new  councils  is  clearly  recognised. 


Proposed    Leg:islation. 

Following  upon  this  exhaustive  enciuiry  into  the 
state  of  London  Government,  Mr,  John  Stuart  Miii,  a 
member  of  the  Select  Committee,  on  May  21,  18(J7, 
introduced  a  Bill  to  establish  ten  municipal  corporations 
for  London.  The  measure,  however,  did  not  reach  a 
second  readmg.  The  BHi  was  re-introduced  by  Mr. 
Mil!  in  May,  186S.  The  portion  of  the  Bill  which 
proposed  to  constitute  a  central  authority  was  ruled  out 
of  order  because  there  had  been  non-compliance  with 
the  Standing  Orders,  and,  thereupon,  the  other  part  of 
the  Bill  was  dropped. 

In  1869  a  further  attempt  at  Is^islatlon  was  made. 

Mr.  Buxton  re-introduced  the  Bill  of  the  previous  year, 
and  the  second  reading  was  moved.  The  Government 
having  promised  that  the  question  would  receive  "  their 
attentive  consideration,"  the  Bill  was  withdrawn. 

Owing  to  the  Government  failing  to  act,  Mr.  Buxton 
again  brought  forward  legislative  proposals  in  1870. 
There  were  three  Bills  before  the  House. 

The  Municipal  Boroughs  BUI  divided  London  into 
nine  Municipal  Boroughs,  excluding  the  City.  Each 
of  these  new  Boroughs  were  to  take  over  the  powers 
and  duties  of  the  Vestries  and  District  Boards  within 
their  area. 

The  Corporation  of  London  Bil!  created  a  Metro- 
politan Corporation  for  London,  but  left  the  City 
Corporation  untouched,  except  that  the  Lord  Mayor  in 
future  was  to  be  known  as  "  Warden,"  and  the  Court 

i6 


2:u 

of  Aldermen  was  abolished.  The  Metropolitan  Cor- 
poration was  to  consist  of  the  Lord  Mayor,  Aldermeji 
and  Metropolitan  Councillors.  The  Council  was  to 
consist  of  about  50  aldermen,  the  members  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  32  members  of  the 
Common  Council  of  the  City,  and  13o  representatives 
of  the  Boroughs.  As  the  members  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  ended  their  term  of  ofifice,  they  were 
to  cease  to  be  members  of  tlie  ncv/  Council.  The 
provisions  of  the  Bill  were  not  at  all  clear  as  to  the 
exact  powers  and  duties  of  the  new  Council,  nor  as  to 
its  relationship  with  the  local  bodies. 

The  County  of  London  Bill  constituted  London  into 
one  County  and  was  a  complementary  measure. 

After  debate,  the  three  Bills  were  read  a  second 
time  and  referred  to  a  Select  Committee. 

On  February  20,  1871,  the  Government  decided 
"  with  the  greatest  reluctance  "  that  they  could  not 
introduce  a  Bill  that  Session. 

Agitation  in  the  Metropolis  led  to  the  introduction 
of  a  Bill  in  1875  by  Lord  Elcho  and  Mr.  Kay 
Shuttleworth,  to  set  up  "  one  Municipality  for  London." 
This  was  a  curious  departure  from  the  proposals 
hitherto  made  to  have  a  central  body  with  local 
municipalities.  The  Bill  was  Vvithdrawn  before  it 
reached  a  second  reading. 

In  1880,  a  Bill  was  introduced  by  Mr.  Firth,  Mr. 
Thorold  Rogers  and  others,  which  differed  from  the 
^Jill  of  1875.  While  establishing  one  central  Municipal 
body  for  all  London,  it  entrusted  local  administrative 
work  to  local  bodies,  but  under  the  direct  supervision 
of  the  Central  Authority. 

The  Bill  failed  to  obtain  a  scoaiid  reading. 
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London  GoverniTtent  BHS  o-T  1884. 

Although  many  important  Acts  relating  to  Public 
Health,  Education,  and  other  matters  of  local  govern- 
ment were  passed  between  1867  and  1884,  there  was 
no  further  legislative  action  for  dealing  with  the 
administrative  machinery  until  the  introduction  of  the 
London  Government  Bill  of  1884.  This  Bill  (known 
as  Sir  William  Harcourt's  Bill),  shortly,  proposed  to 
create  a  single  municipality  for  the  whole  of  London 
by  enlarging  the  area  of  the  City  Corporation  so  as  to 
include  the  entire  Metropolis,  and  by  extending  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  City  Corporation,  with  a  reformed 
ccjnstitution,  to  such  enlarged  area.  In  a  word,  the  City 
Corporation  was  to  absorb  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  and  govern  London.  Tlie  Bill  also  proposed 
that  the  single  municipality  thus  constituted  should  tal^e 
over  all  the  powers  of  the  existing  vestries  and  district 
boards  with  povjer  to  delegate  to  new  local  councils  such 
fi^nctions  as  it  should  deem  right. 

The  central  principle  of  the  measure  was,  there- 
fore, to  apply  to  London  "  the  cardinal  principle  of 
absolute  control  through  a  directly  elected  authority 
of  all  administration  and  of  all  expenditure." 

{Firt/is  Reporm  of  London  Government,  p.   156.) 

It  may  be  useful  to  set  out  at  length  the  proposals 
of  the  Bill  with  regard  to  the  local  areas.  Each  of  the 
then  39  existing  administrative  authorities  were  to  be 
regarded  as  "  a  district  council  to  which  the  Common 
Council  may  from  time  to  time  delegate,  with  or  without 
qualification,  such  of  its  functions  as  on  account  of 
the  local  character  of  the  powers  and  duties,  or  on 
account  of  local  or  other  special  circumstances,  they 
think  can  be  more  advantageously  exercised  or 
performed  by  a  local  body."  The  Central  Body  (the 
Common  GousicH)  may  not,  however,  delegate  any 
power   to  raise  money,  but   may  from  time   to   time 
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expenditure,  upon  estimates  to  be  prepared  and 
presented  by  such  district  councils.  Such  district 
councils  were  practically  to  be  the  agents  and  to  occupy 
the  position  of  Committees  of  the  Corporation.  The 
existing  JNIunicipal  areas  were  subject  to  alteration 
under  a  scheme  in  the  Bill.  For  certain  schemes,  the 
Common  Council  was  authorised  by  the  Bill  to  submit 
legislative  proposals  to  Parliament  or  to  the  Local 
Government  Board.  These  proposals  comprised  the 
transfer  to  the  new  Central  Authority  of  licensing 
jurisdiction  ;  regulation  of  hackney  and  stage  carriages  ; 
the  purchase  of  any  undertakings  supphdng  water  or 
gas  to  London,  or  for  the  production  of  a  new  supply. 

The  Bill  was  abandoned  owing,  no  doubt,  to  the 
widespread  opinion  against  placing  London  under  such 
an  unwieldy  municipality.  The  chief  objection  lay  in 
the  fact  that  the  Bill  did  not  provide  for  the  setting  up 
of  any  local  municipalities  and  the  discharge  of  any 
independent  authority  by  them.  Suggestions  were 
made  by  the  defenders  of  the  Bill  that  it  was  proposed 
at  a  later  stage  to  institute  a  scheme  of  decentralisation, 
when  experience  should  have  been  gained  by  the  Central 
Municipality  las  to  what  powers  could  best  be  discharged 
by  the  local  bodies.  No  details  as  to  the  functions 
of  the  district  councils  were  contained  in  the  Bill  itself. 
^t  was  rightly  objected*  that  if  in  the  beginning  all 
powers  and  duties  were  jilaced  in  the  hands  of  the 
central  body,  it  would  arrogate  to  itself  all  authority, 
and  that  the  district  councils  would  be  only  dummy 
bodies  or  nominated  committees,  possessing  no  more 
standing  and  usefulness  than  the  Managers  of  the 
London  School  Board. 

Undoubtedly,  the  general  tendency  in  all  public 
bodies  is  irresistibly  in  the  direction  of  centralisation. 
Even  at  the  present  time  the   London  County  Council 
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frequently  insists  upon  being  made  the  authority  under 
new  Acts  of  Parliament  for  the  carrying  out  of  adminis- 
trative work  which  could  be  better  performed  Ijy  the 
Metropolitan  Borough  Councils. 

After  the  rejection  of  the  1884  Bill,  one  of  the 
most  prominent  promoters  of  it — Mr.  J.  F.  B.  Firth, 
who  was  the  first  Deputy  Chairman  of  the  L.C.C. 
(1889) — wrote  a  book  upon  "The  Reform  of  London 
Government,"  which  was  a  summary  of  a  former  work 
on  the  same  subject.  Dealing  at  some  length  with  the 
point  above-mentioned,  Mr.  Firth  contended  that  the 
Bill  of  1884  would  have  provided  the  means  for  the 
delegation  of  considerable  powers  to  the  District 
Councils.  He  appears  to  have  contemplated  that  the 
Central  Body  would  even  delegate  the  making  of  a  rate 
and  other  financial  authority  to  the  new  Local  OouE^ciis. 
Ke  says :  — "  it  woiiiifl  manifestly  tend  to  extravagance  to 
have  th®  cost  of  all  roads  in  London  defrayed  out  ©f  a 
central  rate,  so  Isoth  the  cost  and  the  control  of  reads 
would  be  in  the  hur^ds  of  the  Oistriot  Councils,  and  they 
would  levy  the  chai'ges  upon  their  own  dsstriot  for  work 
done  within  it  at  the  same  time  as  the  centraS  rate  i/vas 
levied.  .  .  .  The  tendency  of  the  Oommon  Gounoli  woyid 
be  to  allocate  to  the  District  Councils  as  many  fursctions 
as  they  could  usefully  discharge,  because,  if  aES  duties 
discharged  by  the  Central  Authority  were  charged  upon 
a  central  rate,  and  all  duties  discharged  by  District 
Councils  upon  tfie  district,  then  the  wish  to  keep  down 
th2  central  rate  would  result  in  the  Council  divestmg 
itself  of  all  functions  except  those  properly  and  neces- 
sarily appertaining  to  a  central  authority." 

{Firth's      "  Reform      oj      London      (iovernmenty 
pp.  31  and  32.) 

In  a  subsequent  chapter,  Mr.  Firth  states  that  each 
District  Council  would  submit  a  yearly  Budget  of  its 
own  estimated  expenditure  to  the  Central  Council."  If 
the  Central  Council  approved  of  the  Budget,  then  the 
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by  :i  rate  supplementary  to  the  Central  Rate. 

So  far  does  Mr.  Firth  abandon  Sir  Vrilliani 
Hnroourt's  Bill  of  1884  that  he  says:— "The  Bfror 
which  some  reformers  fall  into  is  that  of  beginning  at 
the  wrong  end.  They  are  wont  to  construct  some 
beautiful  municipal  system  and  then  to  say  that  the 
discharge  of  all  municipaS  functions  must  be  adapted 
to  it ;  whereas  the  true  course  of  procedure  is  to  ascer- 
tain what  municipal  functions  have  to  be  discharged, 
and  then  settle  in  what  way,  having  regard  to  the  special 
conditions  of  ths  Metropolis,  they  can  best  be  discharged 
here.  The  result  of  the  last  mode  of  procedure  is 
inevitably  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  for  a  great 
many  matters  of  common  interest  there  must  as  no^v  be 
a  single  London  authority,  but  that  such  authority  should 
be  dir&ctiy  representative,  and  should  combine  in  itssif 
the  varied  functions  now  discharged  by  no-representa- 
tive and  nominated  bodies.  IT  iS  EQUALLY  CLEAR  THAT 
FOR  GERTAiN  LOCAL  PURPOSES  THERE  OUGHT  TO  BE 
LOCAL  CONTROL  BOTH  OVER  ADMINISTRATEON  AND  COST. 
After  that,  it  remains  to  consider  how  best  to  make  the 
central  and  the  looai  authority  work  together  in  harmony 
so  as  to  give  the  greatest  efficiency,  importance  and 
economy  to  the  whole." 

(Fir///  ,s-      •■  R/'/(jnn      oj      London      Govermnent,^' 
pp.  '24  and  2.'3.) 

The  point  of  view  taken  by  Mr.  Firth  was  confirmed 
by  Mr.  Sidney  Webb,  for  many  years  a  prominent 
member  of  the  London  County  Council,  and  a  well- 
known  authority  on  Local  Government.  In  his  book 
"The  London  Programme"  (1891),  Mr.  Webb  dis- 
cusses the  proposal  to  centralise  nmnicipal  work,  and 
states  that  the  advantages  of  centralisation  "  can  be 
pui-chased  only  at  the  expense  of  destroying  all  vitality 
in  the  local  bodies,  and  of  rendering  it  difhcult  to 
induce   men    of   ability    to    serve    on    them.    .    .    .    The 
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District  Councils  (in  place  of  the  old  Vestries  and 
District  Boards)  will  undoubtedly  be  bodies  of  indepen- 
dent authority,  having  power  to  raise  their  own  rates, 
expend  their  own  funds  and  settle  their  own  questions 
in  their  own  way."  After  appealing  for  equalisation 
of  rates,  Mr.   "Webb  continues:  — 

"^  at  is  not,  however,  desirable  to  throw  al!  the 
expesiditure  of  the  district  Gounciis  into  one  common 
fund,  and  levy  an  equal  rate  aSl  over  London.  Such  an 
arrangemesnt  woiaSd,  st  may  be  feared,  tend  seriously 

to  Bocal  extravai^asiss."    (p.  26.) 

This  is  a  striking  admission,  since  it  emanates  from 
a  leading  Socialist. 

"  The  Radical  Programme  "  of  1885  (with  a 
preface  by  Mr.  Joseph  Chamberlain)  objected  to  a 
single  great  municipal  Council  for  London.  In  this, 
it  is  stated:  — 

"  An  alternative  plan  would  be  to  create  separate 
Councils  in  each  of  the  Parliamentary  divisions 
(boroughs)  with  all  the  powers  of  provincial  councils, 
and  to  reserve  for  a  central  body,  formed  by  delegation 
from  the  various  district  councils,  such  work  as  is 
essentially  metropolitan  in  character."      (p.   29G.) 

The  Local   Government  Act  of  1888. 

In  1S88,    the  Local  Government  Act   was    passed, 

which  created  directly  elected  representative  bodies 
called  "  County  Councils."  The  area  under  the 
government  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  was 
converted  into  a  separate  County  with  a  Council 
elected  as  in  other  Counties.  Thus  one  recommendation 
of  the  Select  Committee  in  1867  was  at  last  carried 
into  effect. 

It  was  intended  by  the  Government  that,  at  the 
same  time  as  the  London  County  Council  was  estab- 
lished, there  should  also  be  set  up  strong,  independent, 
local  Councils  throughout  London.  Time,  however, 
did  not  then  permit  of  legislation  upon  that  point. 
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The  Local  Government  Act  of  1888  affected  London 
in  a  special  and  somewhat  complicated  manner.  "  For 
non-administrative  purposes  it  constituted  London  out- 
side the  City  a  county  at  large,  with  an  organisation 
corresponding  to  that  of  other  counties  in  England, 
except  in  so  far  as  that  organisation  is  modified  by  the 
existence  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court  district,  the 
Metropolitan  Police,  the  Metropolitan  Police  Courts 
with  their  magistrates,  and  a  paid  chairman  of  Quarter 
Sessions.  For  similar  purposes  the  Act  left  the  City 
of  London,  which  is  a  county  of  a  city,  practically 
untouched.  For  administrative  purj30ses,  the  Act 
created  the  Administrative  County  of  London,  which 
includes  the  City,  and  for  w-hich  the  County  Council  is 
elected ;  and  it  treated  the  City  as  nearly  as  possible 
as  if  it  were  a  quarter  sessions  borough,  with  a  popu- 
lation exceeding  10,000,  lying  within  the  Administrative 
County  of  London.  It,  therefore,  transferred  or 
reserved  to  the  Common  Council  of  the  City  the  powers 
of  the  council  of  a  borough  of  that  class.  The  theory 
was  simple ;  the  complexity  lay  in  the  existing  facts. 
( )n  the  one  hand,  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
liad  extensive  powers  of  town  government  outside  the 
City,  including  not  only  direct  administrative  functions, 
but  also  various  powers  of  control  over  the  action  of 
the  local  authorities,  the  vestries,  and  district  boards. 
It  also  had  some  powers  which  almost  of  necessity 
extended  to  the  area  of  the  City,  for  example,  main 
drainage.  All  these  powers  and  duties  were  transferred 
to  the  London  County  Council,  which  thus  obtained 
not  only  large  powers  of  town  government  over  the 
whole  area  of  the  administrative  county  with  the  excep- 
tion of  the  City,  but  also  powers  and  functions  within; 
the  City,  which  no  other  county  council  exercises  in  a 
borough  lying  within  its  administrative  area.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  Corporation  of  the  City,  by  ancient 
privilege  or  special  legislation,   had  rights  and  powers 
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which  extended  beyond  the  area  of  the  City,  and 
applied  to  or  affected  the  whole  Administrative  County 
of  London,  such,  for  example,  as  market  rights,  and 
powers  as  to  foreign  cattle,  and  as  port  sanitary 
authority.  These  rights  and  powers  were  left  un- 
touched, and  they  connect  the  City  with  the 
Administrative  County  of  London  in  a  way  in  which  no 
borough  is  connected  with  the  administrative  county  in 
which  it  lies.  The  machinery  of  local  government 
applicable  to  a  rural  county  with  boroughs  lying  within 
its  area  was  insufficient  for  the  far  more  complicated 
case  of  London,  and  the  problem  of  its  government 
was  not  solved  by  the  Act  of  1888. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  Act  of  1888,  in 
creating  the  London  County  Council,  combined  in  that 
body  two  distinct  characters,  and  invested  the  new 
authority  with  two  distinct  classes  of  duties  and  powers. 
It  not  only  constituted  London  outside  the  City  a 
separate  county  under  a  county  council,  exercising  the 
functions  hitherto  performed  by  the  justices  in  quarter 
sessions,  but  also  transferred  to  this  council  the  powers 
and  duties  previously  vested  in  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works,  so  that  the  London  County  Council  stands 
out  amongst  other  county  councils,  as  regards  both  the 
extent  and  limitation  of  its  authority.  Over  the  County 
of  London— London  outside  the  City— its  powers  are 
very  extensive.  Where  it  has  no  power  of  direct 
administration  itself,  it  controls  in  various  ways  the 
action  of  the  local  authorities,  the  vestries  and  district 
boards.  At  the  City  boundary  many,  if  not  most,  of 
these  powers  are  stopped,  and  we  come  into  the  juris- 
diction of  a  separate  municipality— the  City  of  London, 
which  also  exercises  some  powers  beyond  its  own  pre- 
cincts—and into  a  new  county— the  county  of  the  City 
of  London.  For  some  purposes,  however,  such  as  main 
drainage,  the  two  areas  are  combined  under  the  County) 
Council  into  one,  the  Administrative  County  of  London, 


242 

comprising  both  the   County  of   London   and   the   City 
of  London  with  the  County  of  the  City  of  London." 

(L.C.C.   Summary.) 

The  Royal  Commission   of  1894. 

In  LS94  a  Royal  Commission  was  appointed  to 
consider  how  the  amalgamation  of  the  City  and  County 
of  London  could  best  be  effected.  It  will  be  noted 
that  the  reference  to  the  Commission  was  a  narrow 
one.  It  was  not  allowed  to  touch  the  broader  question 
of  the  organisation  of  London  Coverrsment.  No  con- 
sideration was  to  be  given  to  the  point  whether  it  was  or 
was  not  advisable  to  effect  such  an  amalgamation.  The 
function  of  the  Commission  was  m.erely  to  ratify  a 
settled   plan. 

The  Report  of  this  Royal  Commission  is  of  the 
utmost  importance.  It  States  fully  and  convincingly 
the  Imperative  need  for  the  duai  system  of  London 
munlsipal  administration. 

"22.  A  consideration  of  the  evidence  we  have 
received  confirms  the  opinion  suggested  by  the 
course  of  previous  inquiries  and  of  legislation,  or 
in  other  words,  by  the  historic  development  of  the 
M"etropolis,  that  the  Government  of  London  must 
be  enti-usted  to  one  body,  exerctssng  certs  Jn 
functions  throughout  all  the  areas  covered  by  the 
name,  and  to  a  number  of  local  bodies  exercising 
certain  other  functions  within  the  local  areas  which 
collectively  make  up  London,  the  centra!  body  and 
the  local  bodies  deriving  their  authority  as  repre- 
sentative bodies  by  direct  election,  AND  THE 
FUNCTIONS  ASSIGNED  TO  EACH  BEING  DETERMiriEO 
SO  AS  TO  SECURE  COMPLETE  INDEPENDENCE  AND 
RESPONSIBILITY  TO  EVERY  MEMBER  OF  THE  SYSTEM. 

2().  Wc  ha\c  already  dwelt  on  the  necessary 
co-existence  of  a  central  body  exercising  functions 
over  the  whole  area  of  the  Metropolis,  and  of 
local  bodies  with  functions  exercised  within  local 
areas,  and  we  have  been  much   impressed  by  the 
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fact  that  whether  we  undertake  the  organisation 
of  the  government  of  the  greater  area,  or  of  the 
smaller  areas  comprised  within  it,  we  are  in  all 
cases  dealing  with  areas  which  possess  the 
characteristics  of  town  life,  and  the  organisation  of 
their  joint  and  several  government  should  be 
settled  accordingly.  London,  we  repeat,  is  one 
large  town,  which  for  convenience  or  administra- 
tion, as  weU  as  from  iocal  diversities,  comprises 
withm  itseJf  several  smaller  towns ;  and  the  appli- 
cation of  the  principles,  and  stiJ'  more  of  the 
machlner}/,  of  mun iciipai  government  to  these 
several  areas,  must  be  limited  by  conditions  arising 
from  this  fact. 

"  27.  It  seems  possible  that  the  hesitation 
which  marks  the  report  of  the  Commissioners  of 
1837  may  have  been  due  to  the  fact  that  they 
imperfectly  appreciated  the  double  aspects  of 
unity  and  separability  of  London  as  a  whoia; 
and  this  view  of  the  problem  has  indeed  been 
developed  in  later  years  by  the  course  of  enquiry 
and  legislation.  It  has  now  grown  into  so  general 
an  acceptance,  that  all  the  witnesses  before  us, 
we  believe  without  exception,  concurred  in  recog- 
nising the  necessity  for  the  existence  of  a  central 
body  exercising  functions  common  to  London  as 
a  whole,  and  of  local  bodies  exercising  functions 
restricted  to  their  localities,  both  the  one  and  the 
other  being  directly  elected  by  their  respective 
constituents,  thus  having  independent  origin  if 
not  exercising  independent  jurisdictions. 

"  Any  controversy  that  remains  turns  upon  the 
partition  of  powers  between  this  central  and  these 
local  bodies." 

The  Commissioners  then  proceed  to  discuss  the 
problem  of  future  London  Government.  After  stating 
that  the  real  point  of  difference  between  London  and 
any  other  large  town,  viz.,  its  huge  area  and  popu- 
lation, make  it  necessary  that  besides  the  over 
government  of  the  future  Corporation  there  must  be 
subsidiary  bodies  to  discharge  local  duties,  they 
continue :  — 

"  32.  In  considering  the  gtivernment  of  the 
Metropolis    we    must    take    note    of    existing    facts, 
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and  London  already  contains  within  itself  a  iarge 
number  of  separate  areas  administered  with  varying 
but  in  many  cases  considerable  success,  and  posses- 
sing attributes  of  local  life  which  could  not  wisely 
be  weakened  or  endangered.  So  far  as  this  local 
life  exists  outside  the  City,  it  is  in  connection 
with  the  vestries  and  with  the  district  boards  of 
works  set  up  by  the  Act  of  I800  for  the  manage- 
ment of  such  affairs  as  can  efficiently  be  adminis- 
tered locally ;  and  with  these  ready  to  hand, 
it  would  be,  in  our  opinion,  most  unwise  to  discard 
a  system  which  goes  far  to  meet  this  very  difficulty 
of  size  which  has  formed  such  an  obstacle  in 
dealing  with  the  question  of  London  government. 
Whether  the  present  areas  of  local  administration 
are  always  those  best  suited  for  convenience  of 
management  is  a  question  which  v/e  will  not 
discuss  at  length ;  some  of  our  witnesses  have 
urged  the  creation  of  from  6  to  14  municipalities, 
with  wider  powers  and  greater  dignities,  in  lieu 
of  the  existing  41  vestries  and  district  boards: 
while  others  have  advocated  the  retention  of  an 
area  as  small  as  that  of  the  present  parish  of 
St.  James,  Westminster — containing  no  more  than 
164  acres  and  a  population  of  25,000 — as  a 
sepaiate  unit  of  local  government.  Our  opinion 
is  that  while  some  of  the  existing  areas  are  of  a 
con\enient  and  suitable  size,  others  might  with 
advantage  be  grouped  even  more  than  at  present. 
How  these  authorities  should  be  constituted  we 
will  discuss  later  in  dealing  with  the  local  adminis- 
tration of  the  area  now  governed  by  the  City 
Corporation,  which  must  to  some  extent  form  a 
model  for  the  other  local  bodies  in  its  constitution, 
functions,  and  relations  to  the  central  authority. 

.\s  we  have  said,  all  our  wi^esses,  even  those 
most  opposed  to  centralisation,  have  admitted  the 
necessity  of  having  a  central  body  charged  with 
the  duties  of  administering  matters  common  to  the 
whole  of  the  Metropolis,  in  this  following  the  view 
of  the  Commissioners  of  1854." 

Later  on,  when  considering  the  precise  relationship 
that  should  exist  between  the  central  body  and  the 
local  bodies,  the  Commissioners  say:  — 
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Local  Powers  and   Independence. 

"  1C6.  We  have  already  stated  that  we  have 
taken  much  evidence  on  the  subject  of  the  par- 
tition of  powers  between  the  central  body  and  the 
local  bodies,  to  which  we  desire  to  call  particular 
attention.  We  venture  to  repeat  that  we  thJnX 
it  important  for  the  sake  of  the  dignity  and  useful- 
ness of  the  looai  bodies,  whose  status  shouid  be 
enhanced  as  much  as  possible,  as  wei!  as  for  the 
sake  of  the  centra!  body— where  a  continuous 
increase  of  work  may  be  expected  requiring  relief 
from  neeriSess  administrative  detail— that  no  duties 
shall  be  thrown  upon  the  central  body  that  can  be 
equally  well  performed  by  the  local  authorities." 

Having  laid  down  a  principle  for  the  reform  of 
London  Government,  the  Report  points  out  that  a  large 
part  of  the  INIetropolitan  area  is  ready  for  the  immediate 
application  of  the  proposal ;  that  owing  to  the  restricted 
nature  of  the  reference  to  them  it  is  beyond  their 
power  to  make  proposals  to  complete  the  scheme;  but 
that  19  specified  areas  "might  be  at  once  styled 
Councils  and  invested  with  the  privilege  of  choosing  a 
Mayor,  so  that  within  each  of  these  areas  the  Mayor 
and  Council  would  be  its  governing  body  "'  (Para.  117). 

In  dealing  with  the  relationship  between  the  central 
and  local  bodies,  the  Report  remarks:  — 

"We  think  that  everything  possible  shouid  be 
done  to  maintain  the  strength,  authority,  and 
dignity  of  the  local  bodies  of  London :  and  that, 
m  the  partition  of  functions  between  the  Corpora- 
tion of  London  and  local  authorities,  the  former 
should  be  relieved  of  all  administrative  details  for 
which  its  intervention  is  not  reaiSy  necessary  ;  and 
the  latter  should  be  entrusted  with  every  &ut]i  they 
can  conveniently  discharge.  In  the  case  of  doubt 
our  inclinations  would  lean  to  the  allotment  of 
functions  to  the  local  bodies,  and  we  believe  that, 
in  cases  where  uniformity  of  action  is  necessary, 
this  may  often  be  best  secured  by  giving  to  the 
Corporation  the  authority  to  fi-ame  by-laws  which 
should  be  locally  administered ;  with  provision, 
however,  for  the  interverjtion  of  the  Corporation 
to  secure  their  enforcement,  should  they  be 
neglecieo." 
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Strenuous  and  widespread  opposition  was  offered 
to  the  proposed  amalgamation  of  the  City  Corporation 
and  the  London  County  Council-  the  main  ground  of 
ojjposition  being  that  the  Commissioners  were  precluded 
from  considering  the  wisdom  or  unwisdom  of  the 
proposal,  and  that,  in  fact,  no  justification  existed  for 
the  abolition  of  the  City  Corporation.  No  legislation 
to  effect  such  amaleaination  was  forthcoming. 


The    London    Government  Act,  1899. 

In  1899,  a  London  Government  Act  was  passed, 
which  abolished  the  ''58  Administrative  Vestries  and 
District  Boards  and  the  Parish  Overseers  outside  the 
City,  and  set  up  the  28  Metropolitan  Borough  Councils. 

The  particulars  as  to  the  provisions  of  this  measure 
are  set  out  in  the  1910  Edition  of  L.C.C.  Facts  ar.d 
Arguments,  Vol.   1.,  pp.   258-260. 

The  Act  of  1899  was  in  no  way  carried  by  Party 
pressure,  but  met  at  the  time  with  approbation  from 
both  political  Parties. 

On  July  14,  1899,  London,  the  Radical  and  Pro- 
gressive organ,  stated :  — 

"...  This  reform,  with  the  important  changes 
made  in  it  during  its  passage  through  Parliament, 
makes  a  great  advance.  It  will  make  for  better  local 
government.  It  will  add  new  dignities  to  municipal  life. 
The  unity  of  local  administration  which  will  follow  will 
bo  welcomed.  The  retJuotton  in  the  number  of  members 
will  lead  to  more  fauasnessSske  proceedings.  The  amal- 
grmation  of  the  smaller  areas  will  end  petty  paro- 
chialism, with  aSI  its  little  scandals  and  personalities. 
The  objectionable  elements  about  vestrydom  which  have 
led  local  government  in  London  to  be  misunderstood 
will  disappear  with  the  boroughs.    ..." 

In  the  House  of  Lords,  on  the  second  reading  of 
the  Bill,  June   20,    1899,   the   late  Earl  of  Kimberlcy, 
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the  leader  of  the  Liberal  Party  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
said :  — 

"  I  have  little  fault  to  nnd  with  the  Bill.  ...  As 
a  whole  the  Bill  is  one  of  great  moment  to  the  in- 
habitants of  the  Metropolis.  It  is  not  an  heroic 
measure,  and  may  not  seem  to  be  of  such  igreat 
importance  as  some  of  the  far-stretching-  political 
measures  with  which  we  have  to  deal ;  but  as  regards 
the  individuai  comfort  of  the  inhabitants  of  this  vast 
MotropoSis.  few  BiHs  are  of  more  importance  than  that 
now  submitted  to  the  consi!:/eration  of  your  Lordships." 

{The  Thnes.  June  21,   1899.) 

By    the     Education    (London)    Act    of    1903,    the 

powers  and  duties  of  the  London  School  Board  and 
other  Educational  Bodies  were  transferred  to  the 
London  County  Council. 

Summary. 

By  these  reforms  the  principle  of  the  dual  system 
of  London  Municipal  Government,  adopted  so  long 
ago  as   1855,  was  confirmed  and  strengthened. 

(a)  One  central  body  exercising  functions 
common  to  the  whole  of  London. 

(b)  Local  authorities  exercising  functions  of 
a  local  character — both  classes  of  authority  being 
directly  elected. 

IK  — Its    Efficiency. 

The  chief  test  of  any  administrative  system  should 
be  the  results  obtained  by  the  working  of  it.  If,  in  a 
general  comparison  with  other  systems,  it  is  found 
that  one  particular  method  has  achieved  the  best 
results,  then  it  is  folly  to  criticise  it  for  the  reason  that 
it  is  different  from  other  systems. 

Because  of  its  mere  magnitude  and  vast  population, 
it  is  admitted  on  all  hands  that  whatever  constitution 
may  be  applied  to  it,  London  is  incapable  of  govern- 
ment like  an  ordinary  town.  The  dual  scheme  of 
London  government  sanctioned  by  the  public  and  legis- 
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lati\  e  opinion  of  the  past  sixty  years  has,  of  late,  been 
subjected  to  some  criticism.  Suggestions  have  been 
made  tliat  by  the  institution  of  one  municipality  for 
London,  efficiency  and  economy  would  be  secured.  No 
real  attempt  has  been  made  to  show  that  those  two 
cardinal  virtues  of  government  are  wanting,  and  that 
their  absence  is  due  to  the  existing  municipal 
machinery. 

Nevertheless,  let  us  examine  into  the  efficiency  of 
the  present  systenj,  and  test  it  by  comparison  with  other 
towns— so  far  as  comparison  is  possible. 


The    Death    Rate. 

The  main  object  of  local  government  is  to  preserve 
and  improve  the  public  health.  How  does  London 
stand  in  this  regard? 

The  death  rate  in  1855,  when  the  dual  system  of 
London  administration  was  first  set  on  foot,  and  since 
that  date  has  been  as  follows :  — 


Death  Rate  per 

Death  Rate  per 

Year. 

1,000  Living. 

Year. 

1,000  Living. 

1855 

..      24-3 

1901       .. 

17-1  (17-1) 
17'2  (18'1) 
15-2  (15-9) 

1860 

..      224 

1902      .. 

1865 

..      24-5 

1903      ... 

1870 

..      24-1 

1904      .. 

16-1  (17-0) 

1875 

..      23-6 

1905      .. 

151  (16-1) 

1880 

..      21-7 

1906      .. 

15-1     16-3) 

1885 

..      20-0 

1907      .. 

14-6  (15'9) 

1890 

..      211 

1908      .. 

13"8  (15-5) 

1895 

..       19-5 

1909      .. 

.      14-0  (14'9) 

1900 

..       18-6 

1910      .. 

.      12-7  (13-6) 

[Registrar  Generals  Annual  Summary,  1908  (Table  15, 
p.  43),  1909,  1910.  The  figures  in  brackets  are 
the  corrected  death  rates  calculated  on  the  Census 
figures,    1911.      For  latest  return,  see  footnote.*] 

A     great     public     health     authority,     Mr.      Edwin 
Chadwick,    C.B.,    in    his    evidence    before    the    Select 


*  For  the  year  1911,  the  mean  annual  death  rate  for  London  per 
1,000  living  is  given  in  the  Registrar  General's  Annual  Summary  as  15*0, 
as  compared  with  the  following  figures  for  the  preceding  five  years : — 
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Committee  on  Metropolitan  Local  Government,  etc.,  in 
11866,  said:—"  I  venture  to  aver,  in  respect  of  the 
Metropolis,  that  fully  one-third  of  the  existing  death 
rate  may  and  ought  to  be  reduced"  (p.  223).  To 
secure  the  reduction  of  the  death  rate  by  one-third, 
Mr.  Chadwick  stated  that  there  ought  to  be  "  one 
undivided  area"  and  "one  management";  that  the 
existing  division  of  drainage  duties  between  the  central 
and  local  boards  was  vicious.  He  proposed  one  central 
body  to  carry  out  all  public  health  work  in  London. 

Now  the  common  death  rate  at  the  time  (1865) 
when  Mr.  Chadwick  expressed  his  opinion,  was  2 4" 5 
per  thousand.  It  is  now  (1910)  13"6  per  thousand — 
a  reduction  of  nearly  one-half;  far  more  than  the 
one-third  reduction  which  Mr.  Chadwick's  scheme  of 
"  one  municipality  for  London  "  was  to  produce. 

The  death  rate  for  each  of  the  Metropolitan 
Borough  Councils  for  the  past  six  years  will  be  found 
on  page  3-3  of  Pamphlet  No.  56,  "  The  MetropoHtan 
City  and  Borough  Councils:  Their  Origin,  Constitution 
and  Duties." 


Mean  Annual  Death  Rate 
Year.                                                          per  1,000  Living. 
190(5  15-7 

1907  153 

1908  14o 

1909  14-^ 

■\Q]0  1^'<J 

(Sec  p.  XX  o/  the  Ecport.) 

In  the  Report,  the  Increased  mortality  for  1911 
is  attributed  to  the  altogether  exceptionally  hot 
and  dry  summer  of  1911."  ... 

'  {See  p.  xxui  of  the  Repovt.) 

According  to  the  recently  issued  Quarterly  Report,  ended  Septem- 
ber 28  1912  of  the  Registrar  General,  the  annual  death  rate  per  1,000 
persons  living  in  London  for  the  undermentioned  periods  ^vas  as  follows  :- 

Quarter  ended  October  2,  1909 \Y> 

„        1,1910 11-1 

September  aO,  1911       ..  ••■         IS'u 

"  „  28,1912       lliJ 

"  "  '  (See  p.  ^'i\  of  the  Report.) 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  foregoing  that  London's  death  ^--^te  for  the 
year  1911  was  altogether  excsptional,  due  mainly  to  the  e.xcept.onally 
hot  summer  experienced. 

17 
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Comparing  London  with  the  great  towns  we  get  the 
following  results:  — 

In  1866  the  "  chief  towns  "  had  a  death  rate  of 
26'7  per  thousand  persons  as  against  26"2  in  London. 
In  1910  the  death  rate  in  77  great  towns  was  13"4  as 
against  12"7  in  London,  showing  a  larger  reduction  in 
London  than  in  the  great  towns. 

The  following  table  shows  the  uncorrected  but  com- 
parable death  rate  in  London  and  certain  great  towns 
in  1910:  — 

London  ...       12"7  Birmingham...       13*6 

Liverpool       ...       17'7  Leeds  ...       1'3'6 

Manchester  ...       le'O  Sheffield        ...       13-4 


Infant  Mortality. 

With  regard  to  Infant  Mortality,  the  deaths  of 
infants  under  one  year  of  age  per  1,000  births  has 
been  largely  reduced.  The  infant  mortality  in  London 
in  1856  was  152  per  1,000  births;  in  1910  it  was 
103.  The  death  rate  is  lower  in  London  than  in  the 
large  towns.*  The  following  table  is  taken  from  p.  60 
of  the  Supplemental  Report  on  Infant  and  Child 
Mortality  issued  by  the  Local  Government  Board  in 
1910.      (Cd.   5263.) 

*  The  Annual  Summary  of  the  Registrar  General  for  the  year  1911 
gives  the  following  comparative  figures  for  the  undermentioned  years 
(p.  XXXV ) : — 


Year. 

London. 

Edinburgh. 

Glasgow. 

Dublin  (Re- 
gistration 
Area). 

Belfast. 

1910 

1911 

103 

129 

Ill 

118 

121 

139 

142 
15G 

143 
128 

In  referring  to  the  subject  of  infantile  mortality  in  London,  the  Registrar 
General  in  the  same  Report  attributes  the  increased  infant  niriality  mainly 
to  "  the  aitoge'her  exceptionally  hot  and  dry  summer  of  191  I ."  Further 
particulars  as  to  this  subject  will  be  found  in  London  Miuiicipal  Notes  for 
September  Octo')er,  1912,  p.  315. 
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Infant  Death  Rate  per  1,000  Births  in  Certain 
Great  Towns,   1906-09. 


Year. 

Dublin 
City. 

]50 
159 
U:> 
145 

Belfast 

County 

Borough. 

London. 

Liverpool. 

Edinburgh. 

Glasgow. 

1906 
1907 
1908 
1909 

144 
136 
147 
139 

131 
116 
113 

108 

172 
144 
141 
14i 

118 
127 
122 
119 

131 

130 
137 
133 

London  stands  better  than  any  town  in  the  above  table. 

Food   Inspection  and  Adulteration. 

In  the  matter  of  Food  Inspection,  the  London 
Borough  Councils  can  show  an  excellent  record.  So 
strict  has  been  the  inspection  of  food,  etc.,  that 
adulteration  has  been  largely  prevented.  In  1903,  in 
every  hundred  articles  of  food,  etc.,  examined,  no  less 
than  11  per  cent,  were  found  to  be  adulterated.  In 
1909  the  percentage  of  adulteration  had  fallen  to  8. 

The  39th  Annual  Report  of  the  Local  Government 
Board  (Part  II.)  states  that  "  In  London  one  sample 
was  analysed  for  every  187  persons,  being  at  the  rate  of 
5' 4  per  thousand  of  the  population  of  1901,  and  in 
the  provinces,  one  for  every  377  of  the  population  or 
2" 7  per  thousand."  Therefore,  the  system  of  food 
inspection  was  more  rigid  and  extensive  in  London  than 
elsewhere. 


A   Pure   IVlilk   Supply. 

Again,  in  respect  to  milk  and  cream,  the  same 
Report  states  that  "  In  London  the  proportion  of  milk 
samples  thus  reported  against  has  shown  a  fairly  steady 
diminution  for  some  years  past,  being  8'4  per  cent,  in 
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1909  as  compared  with  15"6  per  cent,  in  1902  "—a 
reduction  of  nearly  one-half  in  the  cases  of  adultera- 
tion. "  In  the  20  largest  provincial  towns  of  England 
and  Wales,  the  rate  was  10" 6  per  cent."  Therefore, 
London  enjoys  a  purer  milk  supply  than  does  the  rest 
of  the  country— a  result  due  to  what  the  report  describes 
as  "  the  efficient  action  taken  by  local  authorities  with 
a  view  to  the  repression  of  adulteration." 

The  Main  and  Local   Drainage  Systenn. 

To  examine  every  department  of  the  public  health 
work  in  London  would  occupy  a  volume.  But  it  is 
necessary  to  refer  to  the  excellent  way  in  vv^hich  the 
local  authorities  of  the  Metropolis  have  supplemented 
the  extensive  main  drainage  works  carried  out  by  the 
Central  Authority.  To  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  (1855  to  1889)  and  to  the  London  County 
Council  (1889  and  since;  has  fallen  the  vital  duty  of 
providing  the  great  main  drains,  about  350  miles  in 
extent,  together  with  a  dozen  pumping  stations,  and 
six  sludge  vessels.  These  main  drains  receive  the 
discharge  from  the  2,700  miles  of  local  sewers  and 
drains,  built  and  maintained  by  the  Borough  Councils 
and  their  predecessors,  the  old  Vestries  and  District 
Boards.  The  flow  of  sewage  during  the  year  is  about 
90,000  million  gallons. 

In  1855,  when  the  sanitary  evolution  of  London 
began,  the  Metropolitan  parishes  were  served  by  open 
ditch-sewers,  which  polluted  the  air.  Sewage  ran  down 
the  streets,  and  whole  districts  were  little  better  than 
recking  sv/amps  of  insanitation  and  disease.  The  old 
Vestries  and  District  Boards  set  to  work,  and  local 
sewerage  and  house  drainage  were  effectually  carried 
oat ;  the  refuse  of  the  streets  and  dwellings  was  regu- 
larly removed;  and  the  cleansing  and  lighting  of  the 
public  streets  vastly  improved. 
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The  larger  and  the  older  the  town,  the  greater  the 
difficulty  of  ensuring  good  health.  London  is  old,  and 
possesses  the  greatest  conglomeration  of  nationalities 
in  the  world.  Hence  there  are  s]>ecial  difficulties  in 
maintaining  a  high  standard  of  health  in  London. 

It  is  the  public  health  work  which  has  just  been 
alluded  to  that  has  made  London  the  healthiest  of  the 
great  towns  of  the  United  Kingdom.  In  the  face  of 
this  remarkable  result  it  is  futile  to  allege  that  a  scheme 
is  needed  by  which  all  public  health  work  in  London 
will  be  centralised.  The  success  of  the  present  system 
which  shows  a  steady  progressive  improvement  since 
1855  is  an  argument  for  maintaining  the  existing- 
machinery  of  London  government — not  for  radically 
altering  it. 

111.    Comparison  of  Municipal  Expenditure 
in  London  and  in  the  Country  Boroug^hs. 

In  the  controversy  upon  the  Reform  of  London 
Government  it  has  been  stated  that  the  cost  of  municipal 
administration  in  London  is  nearly  double  the  cost  of 
similar  municipal  services  given  in  County  Boroughs. 
The  following  extract  from  a  speech  of  Sir  John  Benn, 
the  leader  of  the  Progressive-Socialist  Party  on  the 
Council  (November  21,  1911),  contains  the  gist  of 
this   charge:  — 

"  He  (Sir  John  Benn)  desired  to  say  that  if  they 
looked  at  the  finances  of  those  Borough  Councils  they 
would  see  that  it  was  high  time  the  London  County 
Council  considered  once  more  the  whole  question  of 
the  economical  government  of  London.  He  had  been 
looking  into  the  figures  and,  taking  a  comparativq 
course  of  years  of  municipal  administration  in  London, 
and,  comparing  it  with  the  leading  cities  in  the  pro- 
vinces, they  would  find  that  the  administration  of  the 
latter  in  many  respects  excelled  anything  in  London,  as 
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the  following  figures  per  head  would  show :  — Sheffield, 
£1  7s.  6d.  per  head;  Liverpool,  £1  9s.;  Leeds, 
£1  10s.;  Birmingham,  £1  lis.;  Bristol,  £1  12s.; 
and  the  highest  on  the  list,  Manchester,  £1  15s.  When 
he  turned  to  the  figures  for  London  he  found  that  the 
Metropolis  had  to  pay,  not  30s.,  but  50s.  per  head, 
which  was  £1  more  than  any  other  city  in  the  United 
Kingdom.  That  was  a  very  serious  item,  and  repre- 
sented more  than  four  millions  sterling  taken  out  of 
the  pockets  of  the  ratepayers  for  administration  which 
the  provinces  equalled. 

"  The  question  might  naturally  be  asked  why  that 
should  be  so,  and  he  would  remind  the  Council  that 
London  was  governed  by  over  144  separate  authorities, 
with  70  different  rates,  and  engaging  the  attention  of 
4,347  representatives.  Official  services  also  repre- 
sented a  part  of  the  waste  of  the  £1.  He  was  perfectly 
sure  the  Borough  Councils  had  done  the  best  they  could 
with  the  system. 

"  Speaking  of  the  debt,  he  said  that  when  the 
Borough  Councils  came  into  existence  they  took  over 
a  debt  of  seven  millions  sterling;  the  debt  to-day  was 
over  thirteen  millions.  Even  after  deducting  the  money 
advanced  in  connection  with  electricity,  housing,  and 
other  schemes  to  the  amount  of  five  millions,  the  debt 
had  gone  up  by  one  million.  There  had  been  an 
increase  in  salaries  of  officials,  while  a  quarter  of  a 
million  had  been  spent  in  either  extending  or  building 
new  town  halls.  He  did  not  say  that  was  unnecessary, 
but  the  present  system  was  ruinous.  The  salaries, 
pensions,  etc.,  of  the  County  Council  repre- 
sented £229,000  per  annum,  establishment  charges 
£58,000,  making  £287,000  per  annum.  Let  them 
turn  to  the  Borough  Council  administrating  the  same 
area,  for  salaries,  remunerations,  superannuation, 
allowances  to  officers,  they  had  a  sum  of  £424,000,  and 
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establishment  charges  of  £99,000.  In  short,  the 
Borough  Council  administration  of  London  was  nearly 
double  that  charged  by  the  central  authority,  which, 
in  many  respects,  was  more  extensive  and  more  difficult 
than  that  of  the  Borough  Councils.  He  made  bold  to 
say  those  results  were  prophesied  years  ago  by  some  of 
the  most  distinguished  members  of  the  Conservative 
Party.  Another  item  which  called  for  thought  was 
the  amount  expended  by  the  Borough  Councils  in 
fighting  the  cdiitral  authority.  From  1901  to  1906  no 
less  a  sum  than  £12,000  was  spent  by  the  Councils  in 
order  to  prevent  the  central  body  doing  its  duty." 

{County  and  City  of  London  Observer.^ 

This  startling  difference  of  cost  has  been  used  as 
an  argument  that  the  existing  system  pf  London  Govern- 
ment is  unnecessarily  costly. 

Mr.    McKinnon    Wood,    M.P.     (ex-Leader    of    the 

Progressive-Socialist   Party),    speaking   at    the    Queen's 

Hall,  London,  on  March  13,  1908,  said:  — 

"  Great  economies  and  great  increase  of  efficiency 
could  be  effected  by  one  body  administering  all  the 
great  institutions  ...  by  having  central  control 
(which  must  go  with  an  equal  rate)  over  the  expendi- 
ture upon  the  great  administrative  services,  even  when 
they  are  locally  administered,  in  order  that  all  parts  of 
London  may  have  an  equal  service  at  equal  cost." 

No  statement  was  made  as  to  what  economies  and 
greater  efficiency  could  be  secured  by  such  a  change. 
Let  us  examine  the  suggestion  that  the  cost  of  London 
government  might  be  made  to  approximate  more  nearly 
to  the  cost  of  municipal  administration  in  provincial 
towns— if  London  was  governed  by  one  central  body 
having  financial  control  over  all  expenditure. 

In  the  first  place,  is  the  basis  of  comparison  fair? 
Population  is  taken  as  the  test.  Can  the  population 
of  London  and  the  County  Boroughs  be  comparable  as 
a  test  of  the  cost  of  local  government?      The  answer 
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must  be  "  No."  The  population  used  in  the  calculations 
is  the  "  night  "  population — not  the  "  day  "  one.  The 
Census  Returns  are  of  persons  sleeping  in  the  particular 
towns  on  a  certain  night.  In  the  County  Boroughs,  the 
night  population  varies  but  little  from  the  day  popu- 
lation. On  the  contrary,  in  London  the  transformation 
of  the  central  districts  from  residential  to  business  and 
manufacturing  purposes  has  resulted  in  the  people 
living  outside  the  London  boundaries  and  coming  in  to 
work  each  day. 

Of  this  movement  we  have  forcible  evidence  in  the 
two  last  Census  Returns. 

Population. 

« 

Year.  London.  Outer  London, 

1901 4,536,267:       ...        2,045,135 

1911 4,522,961        ...        2,730,002 

We  find  an  actual  decrease  (13,306)  of  population 
in  London,  and  an  increase  of  nearly  700,000  in  outer 
London. 

The  day  population  is  the  true  test  to  take  in 
judging  of  the  comparative  cost  of  government.  In 
a  Report  upon  the  Equalisation  of  London  Rates  pre- 
sented to  the  London  County  Council  on  May  30,  1911, 
it  is  stated  that  the  distribution  of  grants  on  the  basis  of 
population  is  unfair.  "  The  census  would  not  give  a 
population  suitable  for  this  purpose;  and  it  would  be 
necessary  ...  to  obtain  the  day  population  not  less 
than  once  in  five  years.  .  .  .  Tor  public  health  services 
the  day  population  would  also  be  a  fairly  satisfactory 
basis  of  distribution."  If  the  day  population  be  the 
fair  basis  for  distributing  municipal  grants  to  the 
various  parishes,  then  it  is  also  a  fair  basis  for  judging 
municiixil  expenditure.  It  is  the  day  population  that, 
has  to  be  served  municipally.  The  day  population  uses 
the    streets,    and    the    business    offices,    factories,    and 
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shops;  it  is  taxed  and  rated  for  the  buildings  it  works 
in;  all  the  sanitary  services  are  designed  to  protect  it. 
There  is  not  a  single  power  or  duty  of  local  authorities 
in  London  which  does  not  touch  the  vast  armies  of 
workers  which  invade  London  every  morning  and  leave 
it  again  at  night. 

Tested  by  the  figures  of  train,  tram,  and  omnibus 
passengers  coming  into  London  each  week  day,  it  is  a 
careful  estimate  that  arrives  at  the  conclusion  that  there 
are  at  least  one  million  of  persons  who  live  outside 
London,  but  who  work  in  it.  A  census  taken  in  1910 
showed  that,  in  one  day,  38,000  passenger  vehicles 
passed  given  points  on  the  main  roads  running  out  of 
London  between  the  hours  of  8  a.m.  and  8  p.m.  On 
an  ordinary  week  day  in  December,  1910,  2,344 
suburban  trains  were  run  to  central  London  before 
10.30  a.m.  The  number  of  railway  passengers  travelling 
into  London  on  an  average  day  in  the  case  of  six  com- 
panies only,  is  estimated  at  over  300,000.  The  total 
number  of  passengers  arriving  at  London  termini  from 
stations  within  thirty  miles  of  Charing  Cross  in  October, 
1907,  was  nearly  10  millions. 

Take  the  case  of  the  City  of  London—"  the  one 
square  mile."  That  area  has  a  small  night  population 
but  a  huge  day  one. 

Night  Population.      Day  Population. 
1911 19,657         ...         364,061 

It  is  for  that  day  population  that  the  City  provides  its 
municipal  services. 

What  is  the  day  population  of  other  central  districts, 
such  as  Finsbury,  Holborn,  St.  Marylebone,  St.  Pancras, 
Shoreditch,  Southwark,  Stepney,  and  the  City  of 
Westminster?  The  night  population  of  those  areas  is 
nearly  1^  millions   (1911).      It  is  safe  to  say  that  the 
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population  of  those  districts  is  doubled,  in  some  cases 
trebled,  in  the  day  time. 

It  is,  therefore,  not  for  a  population  of  4o  millions 
that  London's  local  authorities  have  to  provide,  but  for 
a  population  of  probably  over  6h  millions. 

A  second  great  factor  in  the  case  is  the  number  of 
assessments.  It  is  houses  that  necessitate  municipal 
expenditure.  When  we  see  that  the  number  of  assess- 
ments in  London  have  largely  increased  between  1901 
iand  1911,  while  the  night  population  has  decreased  by 
13,000,  the  fallacy  of  taking  night  population  as  the 
test  of  municipal  expenditure  is  obvious.  If  thousands 
of  new  premises  are  erected  that  means  so  many  miles 
of  new  streets  to  be  lighted,  repaired,  and  cleansed;  so 
many  more  miles  of  sewers  to  be  built  and  maintained; 
so  many  more  loads  of  dust  to  be  collected;  so  many 
more  sanitary  and  other  inspectors ;  so  many  more  fire 
stations  and  engines  and  men;  so  many  more  police. 
And  yet  it  may  well  be  that  the  major  part  of  those 
additional  premises  are  shops,  business  offices,  factories, 
etc.,  with  no  night  population  in  them. 

A  third  element  of  difference  between  London  and 
other  County  Boroughs  is  that  the  cost  of  living  is  far 
greater  in  London  than  elsewhere.  Wages  are  higher, 
and  also  the  cost  of  material.  These  items  add 
enormously  to  the  cost  of  municipal  administration  in 
London.  The  rates  of  wages  in  the  London  building 
and  printing  trades,  for  example,  affect  the  expenditure 
of  London's  local  authorities  very  seriously.  The  wages 
paid  to  municipal  workers  in  electrical,  road,  sanitary, 
and  other  municipal  services  are  about  12  per  cent, 
more  tlian  the  wages  paid  to  similar  workers  in  the  rest 
of  the  United  Kingdom  (see  London  Statistics, 
VoL  XXL,  pp.  70,  71).  As  there  are  some  70,000 
municipal  employes,  and  probably  10,000  others  in- 
directly   employed    on    municipal    jobs,    in    London,    it 
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follows  that  the  higher  rate  of  wages  paid  in  London 
must  involve  a  cost  to  London  rates  of  at  least  £750,000 
more  than  is  the  case  in  the  rest  of  the  country. 
That  sum  is  equal  to  a  rate  of  nearly  4d.  in  the  pound. 
No  alteration  of  the  machinery  of  London  government 
can  lessen  the  expense  of  municipal  work  in  that 
respect,  unless  London's  local  authorities  are  to  pay 
less  than  the  standard  rates  of  wages. 

A  fourth  factor  to  be  considered  is  this:  In  a 
Memorandum  included  in  Vol.  5  of  London  Statistics 
(p.  431),  which  deals  with  "  the  question  of  London's 
financial  relationship  to  the  Imperial  Government,"  a 
prefatory  note  states :  "  Before  touching  upon  the 
existing  state  of  things,  it  is  well  to  bear  in  mind  that, 
as  the  capital  of  the  Empire,  London  is  called  upon  to 
bear  special  burdens  which  would  not  occur  in  any 
other  city.  .  .  .  The  debates  in  the  House  of  Commons 
have  proceeded  upon  the  assumption  that  the  country 
at  large  owes  nothing  more  to  London  than  it  does  to 
Liverpool,  Manchester,  or  any  other  city." 


Does  Centralisation  Promote  Economy? 

The  allegeid  lower  cost  of  local  government  in  the 
great  towns  as  compared  with  London  is  used  as  an 
argument  for  the  centralisation  of  London  municipal 
services.  But  if  a  comparison  is  made  of  the  cost  of 
centralised  and  local  services  in  London,  it  will  be 
found  that  it  is  the  centralised  services  that  show  the 
greatest  growth  in  cost. 

In  1909,  the  Local  Government  Board  (Mr.  John 
Burns,  M.P.,  President)  issued  a  Return  dealing  with 
Public  Health  and  Social  Conditions  (Cd.  4671).  At 
page  85,  the  following  statement  appears:  — 
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"  The  following  table  shows  briefly  the  rates  raised 
in  certain  years  for  the  purpose  of  the  principal,  central, 
and  local  authorities  in  London :  — 


IS74-5. 

1889-90.            j              1906-7. 

Clas»es  of  Authority. 

Amount 
of  rates 
raised. 

Appro.xi- 

mate 

average 

amount 

per£ 

ofvalua- 

tion 
of  rates 
raised. 

Amount 
of  rates 
raised. 

Approxi- 
mate 
average 

amount 

pur  ;^ 

of  valua- 
tion 
of rates 
raised. 

Amount 
of  rates 
raised. 

Approxi- 
mate 
average 
amount 
per£ 
of  valua- 
tion 
of  rates 
raised. 

Eleraentarv         education 
(London  County  Council 
and   late   .Si  liool  Board 
for  London) 

London    County    Council 
(Other    than     rates     for 
purposes  of  Elementary 
Education )  and  their  pre- 

£ 

106.0(H) 

5(i6,0OO 

.■?97,()On 
1,710,000 

i,-J8:',non 

li)!l,000 

s.    d. 
0     li 

0    7 

0  r,3 

1  8 

1       0 

1     6) 

£ 

1,062,000 

I,8rj8,01)0 

569,000 
1,951,000 

1,808,000 
311,000 

s.  d. 

0  8J 

1  ^ 

0    .T 

£ 

2,997,000 

3,456,000 
793,000 

s.    d. 
1    ^ 

1    7i 

Metropolitan  Police  Dis- 
trfct  (portion   of  district 

0    5 

Poor  Law  Authorities  (a) 

Metropolitan         Borough 

Councils  and  their  pre- 

1     :i     (i)  3,837,000 
1    31      3.700,000 

Wl    9 
1  11 

Corporatiim     of    London 
and  (late  iCoramissioners 
of    .Sewers    of    City    of 

1     7i 

506,000 

1  lOJ 

Note. — (a)  As  to  the  authorities  included  undey  these  headings,  seg  Table  3  on 
page  96  oj  the  Return. 

(h)  Not  including  for  1 906-7  rates  required  to  meet  the  separate  expenses 
of  overseers.  These  amounted  in  the  case  of  the  City  of  London 
to  nearly  l^d.  in  the  pound.  In  the  case  of  parishes  in  London 
outside  the  City,  the  amount  has  not  been  ascertained  and  is 
included  under  the  head  of  "Metropolitan  Borough  Councils." 
In  1900-01  it  amounted  to  about  Id.  in  the  pound. 

"  The  foregoing  figures  show  that  the  rise  in  London 
rates  over  the  whole  period  since  1874-5,  measured 
by  the  additional  burden  on  the  ratepayer,  is  due  mainly 
to  the  expenditure  on  elementary  education  and  to  the 
expenditure  of  the  London  County  Council  and  their 
predecessors,  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works. 
Between  1874-5  and  1906-7  the  total  rates  rose  from 
4s.  Hd.  to  7s.  0|d.  in  the  pound;  and  of  the  whole 
increase  (2s.  lid.)  represented  by  these  rates,  2s.  3d. 
is  attributable  to  the  two  sources  mentioned." 
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Since  1906-7  (the  last  year  mentioned  in  the  above 
Table),  the  Central  and  Local  Rates  have  changed  as 
follows :  — 

Central  Rates  (1912-13).  L.C.C.  stationary; 
Education  Rate,  2id.  (increase)  ;  Police  Rate,  2d. 
(increase)  ;  Central  (Unemployed)  Body  Rate,  .[d. 
(increase). 

Local  Rates  (1911-12).  Borough  Council  and 
Poor  Law  Guardians— a  decrease. 

Hence,  there  is  a  great  progressive  advance  in  the 
central  rates  of  London,  while  the  local  bodies  are 
responsible  for  relatively  only  a  small  increase  in  rates. 

A  comparison  of  the  expenditure  of  the  County 
Boroughs  with  that  of  the  London  County  and  Borough 
Councils  gives  some  interesting  results  in  favour  of 
local  as  against  central  administration. 

Table  I.  is  a  comparison  of  the  cost  of  certain 
services  discharged  by  Central  Bodies  in  London  com- 
pared with  similar  services  discharged  by  the  County 
Boroughs  of  England  and  Wales.  The  period  dealt 
with  is  the  years  1900-1  to  1908-9.*  The  services 
in  question  are  Bridges  and  Ferries,  Diseases  of 
Animals  Act,  Education,  Fire  Brigade,  Lunatics  and 
Lunatic  Asylums,  Weights  and  Measures,  Police, 
Markets. 

Approximate  Cost  of  services  discharged  by  one 
Central  Boc^y  in  London  compared  with  similar  services 
discharged  by  the  County  Boroughs  of  England  and 
Wales. 


*  The  sources  of  information  are  the  Local  Taxation  Returns:  London 
Statisics  and  L.C.C.  publications  have  furnished  figures  n.  t  included  in 
those  Returns. 
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LONDON 

• 

COUNTY  BOROUGHS. 

Yfar. 

Estimated 

Estimated 

Cost 

Day 

Cost 

per 

Cost 

Day 

Cost  per 

(th.  usands) 

Population 
(thousands) 

Heac 

. 

(thousands) 

Population 
(thousands) 

Head. 

£ 

£     S. 

d. 

£ 

fi     S.     d. 

1900-01       ... 

5,749 

5,250 

1      1 

M  i 

5,643 

9,501 

0   11    10,^ 

1901-02      ... 

5.956 

5,-<i75 

1      2 

6ii| 

6,177 

9,550 

0  12  Hi 

1902-03      ... 

6,414 

5,310 

1      4 

H 

6,590 

9,692 

0  13    7i 

1903-Oi      ... 

6,731 

5,335 

1     5 

2i 

7,001 

9,880 

0  14     2 

19U4-05      ... 

7,025 

5,365 

1     6 

2i 

9,289 

10,022 

0  18     6 

1905-06     ... 

7,743 

5,400 

1     8 

8 

9,874 

10,200 

0  19     4i 

1906-07      ... 

8,081 

5,430 

1     9 

9 

10,318 

10.489 

0  19     8 

1907-08      ... 

8  081 

5,410 

1     9 

7 

10,629 

10,660 

0  19  11 

1908-09      ... 

8,479 

5,500 

1  10 

10     ! 

11,083 

10,849 

1     0     5 

Table  II.  is  a  comparison  (over  the  same  period) 
of  the  approximate  cost  of  certain  services  discharged 
by  the  City  Corporation  and  Metropolitan  Borough 
Councils  with  the  cost  of  the  same  services  in  the 
County  Boroughs.  The  services  dealt  with  are  Public 
Roads,  Removal  and  Destruction  of  House  Refuse, 
Public  Lighting,  Public  Libraries,  etc.,  Baths  and 
Washhouses,  Cemeteries  and  Crematoria,  and  Valuation. 

Approximate  cost  of  services  discharged  by  (1) 
Metropolitan  Borough  Councils,  compared  with  similar 
services  discharged  by  the  (2)  County  Boroughs  of 
England  and  Wales. 


LONDON. 

COUNTY    BOROUGHS. 

Year. 

C  >»st 

£ 

(ihiiiisands) 

Estimated 

Day 
Population, 
(thousands) 

Cost 
H^eld.     ! 

Ccst 

£ 
(thousands) 

Kstimated 

D.iy 
Pcipul.itiim 
(thousands). 

Cost 
H^ead. 

S. 

d.     • 

S.      d. 

IflOO   01 

:!.n2 

5,250 

11 

10,5 

5,123 

9.501 

10    9i 

1901    02      ... 

:i.UJG 

5,275 

12 

0     1 

5.401 

9.550 

11     3f 

1002  0:5     ... 

:!.I02 

5,310 

12 

n\ 

5,713 

9.()91 

11     91 

U)0;]-04 

;},;549 

5,335 

12 

n\ 

5,915 

9.880 

11  111 

1901  05 

:{,ti:!4 

5,365 

13 

6J  ' 

5,998 

10,022 

11  11 » 

1005  Oi-i 

;i..>38 

5,400 

13 

n  \ 

6,295 

10,200 

12     4 

l'.)06  07     ... 

:;  488 

5.430 

12 

^ 

6,302 

10.489 

12     0 

1907-08     .. 

:i.277 

5,460 

12 

0 

6.376 

1 0,600 

11  11 

1908-09     . 

;'..:506 

5,500 

12 

Oi 

6,555 

10.850 

12     1 
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Table  III.  is  a  similar  comparison  of  services 
carried  out  (1)  concurrently  by  the  central  and  local 
bodies  in  London;  (2)  by  the  County  Boroughs.  The 
services  dealt  with  are  Justice,  Costs  of  Administration, 
etc.,  Parks  and  Open  Spaces,  Registration  of  Electors, 
Sewerage  and  Sewage  Disposal,  Legal  and  Parlia- 
mentary Proceedings,  Establishment  and  Other  Charges, 
Salaries  and  Superannuation  Allowances,  Miscellaneous 
and  Election  Expenses. 

Approximate  cost  of  services  jointly  discharged  by 
London  County  Council,  the  City  Corporation,  and  the 
Metropolitan  Borough  GounciSs,  compared  with  the  cost 
of  the  same  services  discharged  by  the  County  Boroughs 
of  England  and  Wales. 


LONDON. 

COUNTY  BOKOUGHS. 

Estimated 

Estimated 

Cost 

Day 

Cost  per 

Cost 

Day 

Cost  per 

£ 

Populatir.n 

Head. 

£ 

Population 

Head. 

(thousand;-)  (thousands) 

(thousand?) 

! 

(thousands' 

s.   d. 

i 

s.    a. 

1900-01       ... 

1,927 

5,250 

7      4 

2,818 

9,501 

6      0 

1901-02      ... 

2,159 

5  275 

8    Zl 

3,168 

9,550 

6     71 

1902-03      ... 

2,252 

1     5,310 

8     5$ 

3,41<^ 

9,691 

7    Of 

1903-Oi       ... 

2,359 

5,335 

8  10 

3,498 

9,880 

7    Of 

1904-05       ... 

2,250 

5,365 

8     4i 

I     3,637 

10,022 

7     3 

1905-06       ... 

2  384, 

!     t-,400 

8  10 

3,672 

10,200 

7     2| 

1906-07       ... 

2,428 

5,480 

8  Hi 

3,67'J 

10,489 

7    Of 

U  07-08      ... 

2,251 

;     5,460 

8     3 

3,761 

10,660 

6  10 

1908-09      ... 

2,476 

1     5,500 

9     0 

3,859 

10,850 

7     1| 

The  items  omitted  from  the  above  tables  are  z-\llot- 
ments,  Reformatories,  Electric  Works,  Gas  Works, 
Harbours,  Piers,  and  Canals,  Hospitals,  Infectious 
Diseases  Notification,  Land  Drainage,  Poor  Relief,  etc.. 
Public  Buildings,  Slaughter  Houses,  Tramways,  Vaccina- 
tion, Registration  of  Births,  etc..  Waterworks,  Housing 
of  Working  Classes,  Private  Street  Works,  Various 
Public  Works  and  Purposes.  These  are  either  not 
comparable  with  London,  or  come  under  the  heading 
of  trading  undertakings,  or  Poor  Law  Administration. 
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Financial    Conclusions. 

Table  I.  shows  that  the  annual  cost  of  centralised 
services  in  London  is  about  10s.  ])er  head,  or  about 
2|-  millions  more  than  the  cost  of  the  same  services  in 
the  County  Boroughs  of  England  and  Wales.  The 
centralisation  of  those  particular  services  in  London 
does  not  seem  to  produce  economy. 

Table  IL,  on  the  other  hand,  shows  that  the  work 
of  the  Metropolitan  Borough  Councils  (the  decentralised 
services  in  London)  cost,  on  the  whole,  only  a  little 
more  than  do  the  services  in  the  County  Boroughs.  In 
the  last  two  }'ears  there  has  been  practically  an  equality. 
The  decentralisation  of  London  services  would  seem, 
therefore,  to  produce  an  economy  which  is  absent  in 
the  case  of  London's  centralised  services. 

Table  III.,  which  deals  with  the  cost  of  services 
carried  out  concurrently   in  London  by  the  L.C.C.  and 

the  Borough  Councils,  shows  that  the  work  is  done  at 
an  appreciably  higher  expense  than  is  the  case  in  the 
County  Boroughs.  However,  the  difference  is  not  so 
great  as  that  which  appears  in  Table  I.  We  may  infer 
that  the  cause  of  the  difference  between  London  and 
the  County  Boroughs  shown  in  Table  III.  is  due  to  the 
costliness  of  the  centralised  work  in  London.  Because, 
Table  II.  shows  that  the  [Metropolitan  Boroughs  main- 
tain an  expenditure  almost  level  with  that  of  the  County, 
Boroughs  in  other  respects.  Therefore,  they  are  likely 
to  carry  out  their  part  of  the  concurrent  duties  with 
equal  economy. 

Report  of  Loca^  Government  Committee 
on  the  Comparative  Cost  of  Municipal 
Services. 

The  Local  Government  Committee  of  the  Council 
recently  presented  a  Report,  dated  October  18  and 
November  1,   I!M;2,  in  which  they  compare  the  cost  of 
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London  Municipal  Government  witli  that  of  the  six 
largest  provincial  towns,  namely:  Liverpool,  Manchester, 
Birmingham,  Sheffield,  Leeds  and  Bristol.  The  total 
net  cost  of  general  Municipal  services  per  head  of 
population  is  as  follows  :  — 


d. 


London     ...  ...  ...  ...       63 

Average  of  six  provincial  towns   ...       46 

It- is  to  be  noted  that  Manchester  government  costs 
57s.  per  head. 

Population  is,  of  course,  an  unsatisfactory  basis, 
as  in  the  case  of  London  a  large  part  of  its  day  popu- 
lation lives  outside  the  county  area. 

Taking  another  factor — perhaps  the  best  test  to 
apply — the  Report  states  that  the  net  cost  of  ]\Iunicipal 
services  per  pound  of  assessable  value  is  as  follows :  * 

Per  £  of 
Assessable  Value. 


London 

Liverpool... 

Manchester 

Birmingham 

Sheffield    ... 

Leeds 

Bristol 


6 


r^'Q 


1-9 

8 

71 

7 

9'4 

9 

5-2 

10 

4-0 

8 

5-2 

4'2 


Average  of  six  boroughs... 

In  the  case  of  London,  an  attempt  has  been  made 

to     divide     the    services     between    those    administered 


*  In  the  House  of  Commons,  Baron  de  Forest,  on  NoTcmber  20,  1011, 
put  a  question  to  Mr.  Burns,  the  President  of  the  Local  Government  Board, 
instigated  by  a  speech  by  Sir  John  Benn  at  the  meeting  of  the  L.C.C.,  m 
which  the  leader  of  the  Progressive  Party  desired  to  infer  that  while  the 
cost  of  local  government  in  London  amounted  to  £2  10s.  per  head  of  the 
population,  it  was  only  £1  15s.  in  Manchester,  and  £1  lis    in  Birmingh.im. 

The  answer  he  got  was  unexpected.  "If,"  said  Mr.  Burns, 
"the  rate  in  the  pound  had  been  taken  instead  or 
the  rate  per  head  of  population,  it  would  have  been 
found  that  the  figure  for  London  was  lower  than 
those  of  the  cities  mentioned." 

i8 
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centrally  and  those  administered  locally.  It  is  not 
possible  to  make  a  complete  division,  but  the  services 
have  been  classified,  as  far  as  practicable,  under  these 
two   heads. 

As  regards  centrally  administered  services,  the  cost 
per  head  of  population  in  London  (34s.  11*1  d.) 
exceeds  the  average  of  the  six  tovvns  (22s.  8" Id.)  by 
12s.  -Id.  The  greatest  disparity  is  in  respect  to 
education,  which  costs  6s.  7'6d.  more  per  head  in 
London  than  the  average  in  the  other  six  towns,  while 
police  costs  3s.  10'2d.  more.  These  two  services 
account  for  o\er  60  per  cent,  of  the  total  excess  cost 
per  head  in  London  o\cr  the  average  of  the  towns 
dealt   with. 

In  the  case  of  services  tccaUy  administered,  the 
cost  per  head  in  London  (10s.  4'5d.)  exceeds  the 
average  of  the  six  towns  (8s.  10'9d.)  by  Is.  5'6d. 
The  excess  in  the  case  of  highways  is  2s.  3*6d.,  bu,t 
in  regard  to  this  service,  there  are  obviously  different 
circumstances  prevailing  in  the  several  towns  which 
may  \itiatc   the   comparison. 

In  the  case  of  services  administered  partly  centrally 
and  partly  locally,  the  cost  per  head  in  London 
(Tjs.  7'7d.  exceeds  the  average  in  the  six  towns 
(3s.  o*3d.)  by  2s.  2'4d.  The  bulk  of  this  excess, 
however,  is  in  respect  of  establishment  charges 
(Is.  10"2d.)  and  it  is  pointed  out  that,  as  the  extent 
to  which  establishment  charges  are  apportioned  to  the 
several  services  probably  varies  in  different  boroughs, 
the  comparison  of  figures  under  this  head  is  of  doubtful 
value. 

The  question  arises  as  to  how  far  population, 
accordi^ng  to  the  census  which  represents  the  night 
population,  affords  a  correct  basis  of  calculation  for 
the    purpose    of    comparison    of    expenditure.       In    the 
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case  of  London,  it  is  well  known  that  a  large  popu- 
lation residing  outside  the  county  area  work  in  the 
county  and  necessitate  expenditure  by  the  London  local 
atithorities  on  various  services.  The  cost  of  municipal 
administration  is  also  affected  by  the  movement  of 
population  inside  London  itself.  This  movement 
involves  some  duplication  of  local  government  services 
and  is  probably  greater  proportionately  in  London  than 
in  any  provincial  area. 

There  are  other  peculiar  circumstances  in  London 
which  tend  to  make  the  cost  of  municipal  services  per 
head  of  population  higher  than  elsewhere,  such 
as  the  higher   cost    of   land   and  building,  the  hegher 

prices  of  rtecessarjes,  higher  salaries  and  wages, 
and    the    position    of  London    as    the   capital  city  of 

the  Empire.  These  points  are  dealt  with  fully  in  the 
Report,  and  it  is  shown  that,  assuming  a  similar 
standard  of  service,  the  cost  of  municipal  government 
in  a  very  large  community  like  London  must  necessarily 
be  greater  per  head  of  population  than  in  a  town  of 
smaller  population. 

This    proves    conclusively    that    it    is    the    London 
central  authorities    who    carry   out    their   services   at   a 
high  cost.     On  the  other  hand,  the  Metropolitan  Borougli 
Councils  carry  out  their  duties  economically. 
(See  L.C.C.  Agenda  for  November  12,   1912,  p.   79.) 

The  ultimate  judgment  upon  the  facts  revealed 
by  the  foregoing  enquiry  into  the  financial  aspects  of 
decentralisation  and  centralisation  of  London  Govern- 
ment must  be  that  it  is  not  centralisation  that  produces 
economy  and  efficiency;  that  decentralisation  proves 
to  be  both  economical  and  efficient;  and  that  if  any 
alteration  of  the  system  of  London  Government  is  con- 
templated, very  serious  consideration  should  be  given 
to  the  point  whether  further  decentralisation  is  not  tlie 
right  line  of  action. 


The  first  principle  whicli  a  statesman  would  adopt 
in  trying  still  further  to  improve  London  Government, 
would  be  against  centralisation  of  local  work.  There 
is  real  local  life  in  the  28  Metropolitan  Boroughs,  not 
merely  by  virtue  of  their  Councils  being  manned  by 
prominent  local  residents  and  commercial  men,  but 
because  London  is,  as  has  been  so  often  emphasised  by 
Parliamentary  Committees  and  Commissions,  a  coterie 
of  towns.  There  is  a  community  of  sentiment  and 
ncsds  in  Islington,  Woolwich,  and  Hampstead,  which 
fiads  as  vigorous  an  expression  as  that  in  a  provincial 
town.  Most  of  the  London  Boroughs  have  had  a  local 
administration,  progressing  in  importance  and  character, 
since  1855,  and  a  local  patriotism  which  has  been 
strengthened  by  all  the  legislation  of  the  past  80  years. 

Even  if  this  local  patriotism  and  local  rule  had  been 
lacking,  the  statesman  who  ventures  to  revise  the 
existing  machinery  of  London  Government  will  have 
to  lay  down  some  plan  to  create  it.  Because  the  central 
body — the  London  County  Council — is  already  over- 
whelmed by  multifarious  duties  of  a  complicated 
character.  The  work  of  oO  Committees  each  with  its 
weekly  meeting  and  its  sub-committees  ;  the  considera- 
tion and  disposal  of  the  multitudinous  matters  in  the 
ponderous  weekly  agenda  of  the  Council  ever)'  Tuesday, 
are  duties  which  weigh  all  too  heavily  upon  the  able 
and  busy  men  in  the  various  trades  and  professions  who 
form  the  bulk   of  our  central   administrators. 

This  undue  congestion  tends  to  place  the  Govern- 
ment of  London  more  and  more  in  the  hands  of  an 
army  of  paid  officials  under  the  ineffective  and  spas- 
modic supervision  of  a  busy  and  harassed  ])ody  of 
Councillors.  A  further,  and  perhaps  weightier,  reason 
for  decentralisation  of  the  functions  of  London  Govern- 
ment is  that  there  would  be  a  political  danger  in  a 
deliberative    assembly    governing    the     capital   of    the 


British  Empire  with  its  population  of  five  millions. 
Even  under  existing  circumstances,  there  are  hot 
conflicts  between  the  L.C.C.  and  the  Government  of 
the  day.  If  the  Council  were  ever  tempted  to  exercise 
political  pressure  it  might  well  be  a  large  contributing 
cause  to  the   overthrow  of  the    Imperial  Government. 

If,  then,  it  is  agreed  that  it  is  imperative  that  there 
should  be  local  as  well  as  central  authorities  in  London 
Government,  the  only  question  left  for  consideration 
is — How  can  ciliciency  and  economy  be  secured  at  the 
centre  as  well  as  in  the  various  boroughs?  The  claim 
has  been  insistently  advanced  that  the  London  County 
Council  should  be  the  controlling  power — that  in  it 
should  be  vested  all  financial  control.  In  this  way, 
it  is  urged  we  should  get  the  highest  efficiency  at  the 
lowest  cost.  Now,  this  claim  to  have  absolute  control 
over  all  London  finance  may  seem  to  be  of  less  im- 
portance than  it  really  is.  "  What  does  it  matter,'' 
says  the  average  citizen,  "  if  the  L.C.C.  does  control 
our  Borough  expenditure?  The  Borough  Council  v/ill 
still  do  the  work."  That  narrow  point  of  view  excludes 
the  real  need  of  obtaining  the  best  local  men  to 
administer  the  Borough  Council  work.  The  jDararnount 
inducement  to  serve  on  any  public  body  is  a  sense  of 
civic  duty  combined  with  a  sense  of  the  importance 
of  the  public  work  transacted.  Pride  of  office  plays  as 
great  a  part  in  government  as  consciousness  of  duty. 
Freedom  of  action  and  responsibility  can  alone  induce 
good  men  to  take  up  local  work.  Hence,  the  authors 
of  the  system  of  London  Government  have  always 
striven  to  secure  independence  to  both  local  and  central 
authorities;  to  make  the  one  as  little  subordinate  to 
the  other  as  possible;  to  favour  an  administration  free 
from  the  dictation  and  bureaucratic  aggressions  of  a 
central  despotism  which  may  claim  to  know,  but  cannot 
know  as  well  as  does  the  Local  Council,  what  are  the 
needs  of  the  locality. 
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Finally,  our  financial  enqiiir\'  has  shown  that  Sir 
John  Benn's  charge  of  extravagance  in  the  administra- 
tion of  the  Metropolitan  Borough  Councils  is  unfounded. 
The  fault  lies  with  the  Central  Government. 

The  Table  of  London  Debt  in  the  Appendix  also 
shows  that  greater  control  of  capital  expenditure  is 
exercised  by  the  local  bodies  compared  with  the  central 
authority. 


APPENDIX. 


Estimated  "  Day  "  Population  of  London  and  the 
County  Boroughs  of  England  and  Wales,  1900-1  to 
1908-9. 


Note. — The  estimated  day  population  of  Lotidon  maybe  any  figures 
between  1  and  If  million  beyond  the  Census  population.  A  day  census 
of  the  City  of  London  in  lOll  showed  a  population  of  364,061  compared 
with  the  night  population  of  19,657.  The  bases  of  the  estimate  ot  day 
population  for  London  are  the  railway  and  other  traffic  returns ;  the 
number  of  factories,  shops  and  business  premises  in  the  Central  zone  and 
surrounding  districts.  The  day  population  of  the  County  Boroughs  is 
estimated  on  the  basis  tiiat  the  daily  influx  to  the  country  towns  is, 
proportionately,  far  less  than  thp  daily  influx  to  London,  because  the 
County  Boroughs  have  largely  extended  their  boundaries  to  include  their 
suburbs,  whereas  London  has  not  done  so. 


LONDON- POPULAIIOX. 


COUNTY  BOROUGHS- 
POPULATION. 


Year. 

Census  of  Night 
Population. 

'^  Day" 
Population. 

Census. 

■'  Day." 

(1) 

V^) 

(3j 

(4) 

iP) 

1901         

4,536.541 

5,250,OCO 

9,101,000 

9,541,000 

1902         

4,53(i,54l 

5.275,000 

9.141,259 

9,550  000 

1903        

4,534,000 

5,310,000 

9,291,645 

9,691,645 

1904        

4,532,257 

5,335  000 

9,480,000 

9,880,000    , 

1905         

4,531,<j00 

5.365,000 

9,577,781 

1 0,022,306 

1906         

4,529,618 

5,400,000 

9,750,000 

10,200,000 

1907        

4,528,278 

5,430,000 

10,038,777 

10,488,777 

1908          

4,526,759 

5,460,000 

10,185,031 

10,660,031 

1909         

4,524,000 

5  500,000 

10,349,340 

10,849,340 

1910         

4,523,000 

5.530,000 

1911         

4,522,961 

5,560,000 

Col.  2.  Local  Taxation  Returns,  1908-09,  Summary,  p.  114. 
Col.  4.       „  .,  „  „         Part  VIII  ,  p.  114. 


Debt  of  the  City  Corporation  and  Metropolitan 
Borough  Councils  distinguishing  debt  for  revenue- 
producing  undertakings  not  falling  upon  rates,  and 
debt  which  constitutes  a  charge  on  the  rates. 


1 

Debt    on 

Yejir  endina; 
.March  31st. 

Debt  falling 
on  Rates. 

revenue- 
producing 
<  oncerns. 

Total. 

Annual 

charge  on 

Rates. 

£ 

£ 

£ 

d. 

thousands) 

(thousands) 

(thousands) 

1900           

5,768 

1,168 

6,936 

3-7 

1901 

6,320 

1,711 

8,031 

4-0 

1902 

6,633 

2,363 

8,996 

4-2 

1903 

7,120 

2,821 

9,941 

4-4 

1904 

7,883 

3,189 

11,072 

4-7 

1905 

7,990 

4,790 

12,780 

5-5 

1906 

7,998 

5,634 

13,632 

51 

1907 

8,071 

5.929 

14,000 

4-5 

1908 

7,818 

6,053 

13,871 

4-5 

1909 

7,458 

6,141 

13,599 

4-3 

1910 

7,170 

6,134 

13,304 

41 

1911 

■■. 

6.832 

6,133 

12,965 

3-9 

Oebt  of  the  London  County  Council. 


Xet  Debt  on 

Year  ending 

Xet  Debt  charged 

revenue- 

Equivalent  rate 

.March  31st. 

on  the  Rates. 

producing 

in  the  £. 

concerns. 

£ 

X- 

(thousands) 

thousands) 

d. 

1900       ... 

30,631* 

2,537 

1119 

•  1901      ... 

32.769* 

2,492 

12-08 

1902      ... 

35,176* 

2,780 

11-49 

1903       .. 

36,099* 

3,673 

1222 

1904 

37,424 

4,609 

1269 

1905      ... 

39,057 

5,566 

1302 

1906      ... 

38,765 

6,469 

13-07 

1907      ... 

39,799 

8,514 

12-99 

1908      ... 

40,192 

9,746t 

1317 

1909      ... 

40,073 

10.575 

1315 

1910      ... 

39,789 

11,528 

13-32 

1911      ... 

39,677 

12,155 

i;5-29 

*  Including  Educ.ition  Debt,  transferred  to  L.C.C.  in  1001. 
>■  The  Debt  in  respect  of  Steamboats  was  transferred  to  the  category 
of  rate  services,  thus  adding  about  £200,000  to  the  debt  charged  on  rates. 
Anthvyiiie-^.     .Statistical  Abstract.      London  Debt  Returns. 
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ll.-EQUALISATION    OF     RATES. 

The  Progressive-Socialist  method  of  attracting 
popular  support  on  behalf  of  Equalisation  consists 
briefly  in  asserting,  for  example:  "  Westminster  pays 
rates  of  6s.  6d.  in  the  pound;  Poplar  pays  rates  of  lis. 
Isn't  it  a  shame  and  a  scandal  that  Poplar  should  have 
to  pay  all  this,  while  Westminster  gets  off  with  only  one 
half?"  The  implication  is — and  the  electors  are 
deceived — that  Poplar  is  paying  double  the  amount 
that  is  being  paid  by  the  ratepayers  of  Westminster. 
That  is  an  utter  fallacy.  To  judge  of  the  actual 
monetaq/  burden,  it  es  necessary  to  take  into  con- 
sJ{leratson  the  rateable  value  at  which  premises  are 
assessed,  as  well  as  the  actual  rate  in  the  pound  which 
is  levied.  Once  this  crucial  fact  is  grasped,  the  alleged 
hardship  which  Poplar,  for  example,  is  alleged  to 
undergo,  vanishes  like  smoke  into  thin  air.  In  the 
heart  of  Westminster,  there  are  houses  occupied  by  two 
or  three  families,  assessed  at  £60.  The  rates,  there- 
fore, paid  on  these  houses  amount  to  £19  lis.  per 
year.  In  Poplar,  similar  houses  are  to  be  found 
occupied  by  very  nearly  the  same  class  of  people,  which 
are  rated  at  £35,  and  which  consequently  pay  £19  5s., 
or  5s.  less  in  rates  than  do  similar  houses  in  W^estmiinster. 
Poplar  does  not  pay  double  the  sum  that  Westminster 
pays  towards  the  cost  of  London  government.  The 
reverse  is  the  case.  The  follov/ing  figures  show  how 
large  is  the  amount  which  Westminster  is  actually 
contributing :  — 

To  the  Equalisation  Fund,  £123,000  a  year. 

To  the  Common  Poor  Fund,  £135,000  a  year. 

Towards  the  cost  of  elementary  education  in  other 
boroughs,   £387,000  a  }'ear. 

On  those  three  items  alone  Westminster,  therefore, 
contributes     £645,000    a    year    towards    the    cost    of 
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municipal  work  in  other  boroughs.  There  are  other 
matters  in  which  Westminster  and  a  few  otlier  of  the 
richer  boroughs  have  to  pay  towards  the  cost  of  local 
government  elsewhere,  but  those  few  items  conclusively 
prove  that  the  richer  boroughs  are  paying  heavily 
towards  the  cost  of  local  administration  in  the  poorer 
parishes. 


How  the  Equalisation  Act  works  in 
practice. 

It  is  frequently  asserted  that  the  Equalisation  rate 
of  6d.  in  the  pound  is  actually  levied  all  over  London 
and  that  the  proceeds  of  that  r^te  are  distributed  on 
the  basis  of  population.  This  statement,  however,  is 
very  far  from  representing  the  true  facts  of  the  case. 
No  rate  is  actually  levied.  A  paper  calculation  is  made 
of  how  much  a  sixpenny  rate  in  the  pound  will  produce 
in  each  borough  of  London.  That  is  totalled  up  and 
divided  by  the  total  population,  and  the  wliole  fund  is 
distributed  on  paper  to  each  borough,  so  much  per  head 
of  its  population.  The  result  is  that  the  poorer 
boroughs,  because  of  their  low  rateable  value,  pay  on 
paper  a  smaller  sum  by  the  sixpenny  rate  than  they 
receive  on  the  basis  of  population.  Then  the  balance 
is  struck  against  each  borough.  Westminster  is  told 
it  will  receive  a  certain  sum  on  the  basis  of  so  much 
per  head  of  population ;  but  it  has  to  pay  a  still  larger 
sum  under  the  sixpenny  rate — the  difference  against 
Westminster  amounting  to  £116,000.  In  that  way  you 
have  eight  boroughs  which  have  to  pay  a  balance  to  the 
Equalisation  Fund.  On  the  other  hand,  about  twenty 
boroughs  receive  a  balance  from  this  Fund.  That  is 
how  the  Equalisation  y\ct,  in  practice,  is  worked. 


Two  Methods  of  Equalisation. 

There  are  two  methods  of  Equalisation.  One, 
which  does  not  concern  these  Elections,  namely,  the 
Common  Poor  Fund  of  1867.  The  other,  the 
Equalisation  Fund  founded  by  the  Act  of  1894,  which 
scheme  was  described  by  Lord  Salisbury  as  "  rough 
justice."  This  Act,  the  London  (Equalisation  of  Rates) 
Act,  1894,  makes  provision  for  aiding  the  equalisation 
of  rates  in  London  by  the  formation  of  an  equalisation 
fund  administered  by  the  Council.  Every  half-year 
the  Council  forms  a  fund  equal  to  a  rate  of  3cl.  in  the 
pound  on  the  assessable  value  of  London,  and  deter- 
mines a  contribution  from  each  parish  to  this  fund  by 
apportioning  it  among  the  parishes  in  proportion  to 
their  assessable  value.,  ,The  grant  due  is  determined  by 
apportioning  the  fund  to  the  sanitary  districts  (the  City 
of  London  and  the  Metropolitan  Boroughs  in  pro- 
portion to  their  population. 

The  Equalisation  Fund  is  administered  by  the 
Finance  Committee  of  the  L.C.C.,  questions  of  principle 
being  considered  by  the  Council's  Local  Government 
Committee. 

Experience  has  shown  that  the  basis  on  which  the 
Equalisation  fund  is  distributed  is  unsatisfactory  in 
some  respects  and  that  anomalies  exist.  The  Local 
Government  Committee  have  carefully  considered  the 
whole  question  of  the  further  equalisation  of  rates  in 
London  in  a  rqport  dated  March  31,  1911,  to  which 
detailed  reference  is  made  on  page  280,  et  seq . 

Financial   Effect  of  Equalisation. 

The  following  tables  show  what  is  the  financial 
effect  of  the  Equalisation  Act  in  practice.  The  figures 
are  for  the  year  1911-12. 


27 1; 

Pavs.  Kcceives. 

City  of  London        ...       136,955  ...  — 

City  of  Westminster        120,984  ...  — 

Battersea      ...           ...             —  ...  16.071 

Bermondsey               ...              —  ...  8,080 

Bethnal  Green          ...             —  ...  18,276 

Cambcrwell                ...             —  ...  30,449 

Chelsea          6,149  ...  — 

Deptford      —  ...  11,007 

Finsbiiry       ...            ...           3,558  ...  — 

Fulham         ...            ...              —  ...  15,495 

Green^vich    ...            ...             —  ...  6,348 

Hackney       —  ...  24,572 

Hammersmith            ...              —  ...  8,249 

Hampstead  ...            ...           6,263  ...  — 

Holborn        ...           ...         15,404  ...  — 

Islington       —  ...  32,962 

Kensington  ...            ...         17,195  ...  — 

Lambeth       ...            ...              —  ...  25,910 

Lewisham     ...            ...              —  ...  12,363 

Paddington . . .            ...           3,208  ...  — 

Poplar           —  ...  19,837 

St.   Marylebone        ...         22,767  ...  -- 

St.    Pancras               ...             —  ...  9,371 

Shoreditch   ...            ...              —  ...  8,429 

Southwark    ...            ...              —  ...  15,675 

Stepney        —  ...  31,418 

Stoke  Newington      ...              —  ...  4,045 

Wandsworth              ...             —  ...  23,756 

Woolwich     ...            ...              —  ...  10,170 

{Extracted     from     the     Statistical     Abstract     for 
London,    1911-12,   p.    28.) 

A    return    recently    issued    by    the  London    County 

Cf)uncil  gives   the   contributions   to   be  paid  under  the 
PIfjualisation  of  Rates  Act,   1894,  during  the  half-year 

ended  September  30,  1912,  by  the  "  richer  "  boroughs 

of  London  towards  the  relief  of  the  ra,tes  in  the  poorer 
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districts.  From  this  statement  it  appears  that  the 
following  boroughs  will  be  compelled  to  contribute,  in 
respect  of  the  period  mentioned,  the  following  sub- 
stantial grants  in  aid:  — 


£ 

£ 

Hampstead 

.       3,057 

St.    Marylebone 

11,878 

Holborn 

.      7,659 

Westminster    . . . 

61,870 

Kensington 

.      8,817 

City  of  London 

68,646 

Pacldington 

957 

On  the  other  hand,  the  following  boroughs  will  receive 
grants  from  the  "  rich  "  boroughs  during  this  same 
period  to  tlie-  following  extent :  — 


£ 

£ 

Battersea 

7,927 

Lambeth 

..    13,117 

Bermondsey     ... 

3,939 

Lewis  ham 

..      6,490 

Bethnal  Green 

9,140 

Poplar 

..      9.881 

Camberwell     . . . 

15,170 

St.  Pancras 

..      5,312 

Deptford 

5,474 

Shoreditch 

..      4,098 

Fulham 

7,905 

Southwark 

..      7,860 

Greenwich 

'3,438 

Stepney 

..    15,356 

Hackney 

12,251 

Wandswortli 

..    12,614 

Hammersmith 

4,532 

Woolwich 

..      4,995 

Islington 

16,458 

The  Equalisation  of  Rates  Act,  1894,  which  effects  this 
relief  of  the  hea\y  burdens  of  the  poorer  parishes  of 
London,  stands  condemned  by  a  Progressive  report  of 
the  London  County  Council.  Notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  the  King's  Speech  of  1906  contained  a  prornise  on 
the  part  of  the  Radical-Progressive  Crovernme'nt  to 
deal  with  the  matter,  London  is  still  waiting  for  the 
Government  to  take  up  this  matter. 


Defects  of  the  Equalisation  Act. 

The  Act  is  faulty.  It  is  found  that,  taking  the 
average  rate  of  London,  there  are  many  Boroughs  whose 
rates  fall  below  the  average  rate.  Therefore  they  are 
not  really  highly  rated,  but  nevertheless  they  receive 
under   the   Equalisation   Act.      Again,   there   are   other 
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Boroughs  whose  rates  exceed  the  average  rate  of 
London,  and  ought  to  receive  help  from  the  Equalisa- 
tion Fund,  but  receive  no  help.  For  that  reason,  a 
Progressive  Committee  at  the  Council  in  1906,  con- 
demned the  existing  Equalisation  Act. 

The  Progressive  Party,  therefore,  find  themselves 
in  a  difficulty.  They  vvere,  at  one  time,  strongly  in 
favour  of  raising  the  Equalisation  Rate  from  6d.  to 
9d.  in  the  pound,  and  even  up  to  Is.  But  now  they 
say,  ' '  We  will  only  do  that  temporarily  until  we  get 
one  common  rate  for  the  whole  of  London." 

Reflection  should  of  itself  prove  sufficient  to  con- 
vince every  thoughtful  person  of  the  perils  of  extending 
further  Equalisation.  They  have,  in  fact,  been 
admitted  by  no  less  a  person  than  the  Chairman  of 
the  Progressive  Central  Organisation — Mr.  Harold 
Spender.  In  a  speech  delivered  on  February  24,  1909, 
at  the  Annual  Meeting  of  the  London  Reform  Union, 
Mr.    Spender  said:  — 

"  Whereas  the  present  system  of  Equalisation  is 
tending  to  divorce  expenditure  from  responsibility,  both 
these  proposals  "  (i.e.,  a  "  common  rate  "  and  a 
"  common  service  ")  "  would  place  expenditure  and 
responsibility  in  the  same  hands.  Mere  Equalisation 
by  itself,  if  carried  further  by  another  6d.,  would  result 
in  one  London  Borough  at  least  receiving  practically 
all  its  revenues— all  except  a  fd.  rate — from  a  central 
fund  with  comparatively  little  central  control." 

The  Borough  here  referred  to  is  Bethnal  Green.  If 
the  present  amount  of  the  Equalisation  rate  were  to  be 
doubled,  i.e.,  increased  to  Is.  in  the  pound,  Bethnal 
Circcn  would  get  all  its  rates  from  outside  the  district, 
•with  the  trifling  exception  of  a  fd.  rate.  It  is  obvious, 
therefore,  that  an  extension  of  the  Equalisation  rate 
becomes  impossible,  unless  at  the  same  time  the  whole 
<){  the  financial  control  of  the  Borough  Councils  is  to 
be   placed   under   the   L.C.C.      Mr.    W.    H.    Dickinson, 
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M.P.,  expressly  admits  this  in  the  speech  quoted  above 
(page  21(3,  si/prcn.  Financial  control  by  the  L.C.C. 
spells  death  to  the  Borough  Councils,  since  past  ex- 
perience shows  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  obtain 
really  able  men  to  serve  on  these  Borough  Councils,  if 
their  powers  were  to  be  confined  to  the  spending  of 
money  at  the  dictation  of  a  Central  Body.  In  other 
words,  such  a  step  would  be  a  retrograde  step,  and 
would  be  worse  than  the  resuscitation  of  the  old 
Vestries  which  were  abolished  by  the  London  Govern- 
ment Act  of  1899.  Further  Equalisation,  consequent!)-, 
raises  insuperable  objections ;  whilst  the  imposition  of 
one  rate  for  the  whole  of  London  necessarily  involves 
the  destruction  of  the  independence  and  the  status  of 
the  Borough  Councils,  both  of  which  latter  are  essential 
to  the  efficient  government  of  London. 

The  important  subject  of  Equalisation  has  on 
frequent  occasions  occupied  the  attention  of  the  Council. 
On  March  18,  1902,  the  Local  Government  Records 
and  Museums  Committee  were  directed  by  the  Council 
to  consider  the  question  of  further  Equalisation  of 
London's  rates,  and  in  particular  the  whole  quesrion  of 
Poor  Law  expenditure,  and  of  the  Sanitary  and  Public 
Health  expenditure,  and  to  bring  up  a  draft  scheme 
for  giving  effect  to  the  same. 

On  December  1,  1903,  the  Council  expressed  the 
opinion  that  the  time  had  arrived  when  the  subject  of 
the  further  Equalisation  of  London's  rates  should  again 
be  brought  before  Parliament.  On  April  10,  1906, 
the  Council  brought  up  a  scheme  for  effecting  a  further 
Equalisation,  both  of  Poor  Law  and  of  Municipal 
expenditure,  in  London,  with  a  recommendation  that 
such  scheme  should  be  sent  to  the  Local  Government 
Board  with  a  view  to  its  being  considered  by  the 
Government.  On  May  8,  1906,  the  Council  referred 
this    recommendation    back    to    the    Local    Government 
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Committee  in  order  that  that  Committee  might  confer 
on  the  subject  with  the  Finance  Committee.  As  a 
result  of  such  conference,  the  Local  Government  Com- 
mittee made  a  further  report  to  the  Council,  which 
latter  (ui  February  H),  1907,  passed  certain  reso- 
lutions on  the  subject. 

Locai  Government  Committee's  Report. 

Equalisation  of  Rates  again  received  the  attention 
of  the  Local  Government  Committee,  which  brought 
up  an  important  report  dated  March  31  and  April  7, 
1911.  In  this  report,  the  Committee  dealt  at  con- 
siderable length  with  the  whole  of  this  subject.  In 
the  course  of  this  report,  the  Committee  point  out 
that  the  London  Educiation  Rate  and  the  Police  Rate 
(with  the  exception  of  that  levied  in  the  City  of 
London)  are  already  completely  centralised.  The 
problem  affecting  these  rates  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Committee  is,  therefore,  not  concerned  with  Equalisa- 
tion, but  with  the  financial  relations  of  London  to  the 
Imperial  Exchequer. 

So  far  as  the  expenditure  of  the  Poor  Law  Guardians 
is  concerned,  the  effect  of  the  elaborate  and  very 
extensive  funds  and  grants  at  present  in  force  is  to 
centralise  practically  70  per  cent,  of  the  total  Poor 
Law  expenditure  of  London,  although,  states  the  report, 
"  not  always  in  a  satisfactory  or  equitable  manner." 
The  complete  Equalisation  of  the  Poor  Rate  might, 
state  the  Committee,  be  achieved  by  concentrating 
"  the  whole  administration  of  poor  relief  in  the  hands 
"  of  a  specially  constituted  central  authority,  a  pro- 
"  ceeding  which  would  ipso  facto  convert  all  local 
"  poor  rates  into  a  single  central  rate." 

As  to  the  Rate  expenditure  of  the  Metropolitan 
Borough  Councils,  this  in  the  year  1910-11  averaged 
a   trifle    under    Is.    ll^d.    in    the   pound,    the   avierage 


281 

for  the  whole  of  London,  including  the  City  of  London, 
amounting  to  Is.  10 3d.  Of  this  amount  only  6d., 
or  little  more  than  one-fourth,  was  dealt  with  by  the 
Equalisation  Fund.  As  to  this,  the  Committee  put  on 
record  that  whilst  it  appears  to  them  that  further 
Equalisation  would,  under  suitable  conditions,  be 
desirable,  they  "are  not  prepared  to  reoommesici  any 
"  extension  of  the  present  Equalisation  Fund,  which  is 
"  not  altogether  satisfactory,  and  does  not  furnish  any 
"  direct  criterion  of  needs." 

The  Committee  then  proceed  to  consider  the 
advisability  of  certain  other  suggested  schemes.  The 
first  scheme  for  raising  an  Equalisation  Fund  is  that 
in  accordance  with  which  the  Fund  shall  be  assessed 
on  site  value  basis,  instead  of  as  at  present  on  assessable 
value  basis.  This  suggested  scheme,  after  receiving 
mast  careful  consideration,  is  rejected,  the  report 
stating  that  "  the  majority  of  our  Committee  are  not 
"  in  favour  of  a  scheme   on   a  site  value   basis." 

They  next  consider  the  proposal  to  levy  a  super- 
rate,  i.e.,  an  additional  rate  on  certain  classes  of 
property  of  a  rateable  value  exceeding,  for  example, 
£100.  This  alternative  also  is  condemned,  the  report 
setting  forth  that  "  the  majority  of  our  Committee  are 
"  opposed  to  a  super- rate  on  the  grourid  that  it  would 
*'  not  furnish  a  solution  of  the  difficulty  of  the  Equalisa- 
"  tion  of  Rates."  "  The  main  objection,"  continues  the 
re}X)rt,  "  is  that  the  difficulty  arising  from  the  Equalisa- 
"  tion  of  Rates  Act  is  not  in  collection,  which  can  be 
"  done  in  many  ways,  but  in  distribution.  An  increased 
"  contribution  would  involve  some  form  of  central 
"  control,  in  face  of  which  it  would  be  difficult  to 
"  maintain  the  autonomy  of  the  jNletropolitan  Borough 
"  Councils,  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of 
^'  the  Committee,  should  be  preserved.  It  is,  more- 
"  over,  held  that  a  super- rate  would  be  most  unpopular 
"  among  all  classes." 

19 
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The  Committee  next  turn  their  attention  to  other 
causes  of  inequality  in  rating  burdens.  The  first  of 
these  inequalities  is  the  lack  of  uniformity  in  valuation.. 
The  only  complete  remedy  for  this,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Committee,  is  probably  that  recommended  by  the 
Royal  Commission  on  LocalTaxation  in  their  first  report, 
dated  December  16,  1898,  viz.:  "That  there  should 
"  be  only  one  valuation  authority  in  each  county,  and 
"  the  valuation  list  of  that  authority  should  be  the 
"  basis  on  which  rates  and  taxes  for  all  purposes  should 
"  be  raised." 

The  second  cause  of  inequality  arises  in  connection 
with  the  collection  of  central  rates,  consequent  upon 
the  loss  due  to  empties,  compounding,  and  other 
leakages,  which  always  involves  the  levy  of  a  fraction 
over  a  penny  in  the  pound  rate  in  each  local  area  in 
order  to  meet  the  central  rate  of  a  penny  in  the  pound. 

The  third  cause  of  inequality  is  the  lack  of 
uniformity  between  the  Poor  Law  and  Metropolitan 
Borough  areas.  The  fact  that  the  Poor  Law  Unions 
are  not  always  conterminous  with  the  Metropolitan. 
Boroughs  causes  serious  differences  in  the  rates  levied 
within  individual  Boroughs. 

The  fourth  cause  of  inequality  originates  out  of  the 
use  of  the  parish  as  the  unit  for  rating.  This  causes 
differences  of  rates  not  necessitated  by  any  difference 
of  administration,  whether  central  or  local,  but  merely 
because  each  parish  has  to  bear  the  losses  in  the 
collection  of  rates  within  its  own  area.  The  cumu- 
lative effect  of  the  lack  of  uniformity  between  Poor 
Law  and  Metropolitan  Borough  areas,  and  the  use  of 
the  parish  as  a  separate  rating  unit,  is,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Committee,  the  main  cause  of  the  great 
differences  which  at  present  exist  between  the  rates 
levied  in  different  parishes  within  one  and  the  same 
Metropolitan  Borough.      For  example,   in   Stepney   the 
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rates  in  the  individual  parishes  ranged  in  the  year 
1910-11  from  8s.  to  9s.  5d.  in  the  pound,  whilst  in 
the  City  of  Westminster  they  ranged  from  6s.  2d.  to 
7s.  6d.  in  the  pound. 

In  order  to  effect  further  Equalisation  of  Borough 
rates,  the  difficulties  are  so  great  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Local  Government  Committee  as  to  require,  in  cases^ 
the  services  of  a  Departmental  Committee  or  Royal 
Commission. 

Finally,  they  enter  upon  the  important  question  of 
the  relation  of  London  local  taxation  to  the  Imperial 
Exchequer.  The  report  draws  attention  to  the  fact 
that  the  Royal  Commission  on  Local  Taxation  recom- 
mended large  Imperial  subventions  in  aid  of  national 
services,  leaving,  however,  substantial  balances  to  be 
charged  locally  in  order  to  prevent  extravagance  in 
the  local  administration.  No  completely  satisfactory 
equalisation  of  the  Poor  Rate  is,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Committee,  possible  until  the  present  system  of 
Exchequer  contributions  is  altered.  They  next  direct 
attention  to  the  conclusion  at  which  the  Royal  Com- 
mission on  Local  Taxation  arrived,  viz. :  that  the 
existing  system  of  Exchequer  contribution  accounts 
should  be  abolished  on  the  ground  of  the  complexity 
of  the  present  system,  etc.  The  Committee  proceed 
next  to  consider  London's  special  grievances.  They 
draw  attention  to  the  fact  that  London's  share  of 
assigned  revenues  and  Imperial  grants  is  only  15"3  per 
cent,  of  the  total  burdens  of  local  taxation,  whereas 
in  the  County  Boroughs  as  a  whole,  the  proportion  of 
local  taxation  borne  by  Imperial  subventions  is  24'2  per 
cent.,  and  in  Provincial  Counties  31'9  per  cent.,  based 
on  the  figures  available  for  the  year  1906-7.  Stated 
in  another  way,  imperia!  subventions  in  London,  in 
the  year  1906-7  were  equivaient  to  a  rate  in  the 
pound  of  Is.  3id.,  in  County  Boroughs  to  2s.  2d.  and 
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in  ether  Counties  to  2s.  Sijd.  in  the  pound.  Since 
the  average  rates  levied  were  in  London  7s.  O^d.,  in 
County  Boroughs  6s.  9|d.,  and  in  other  Counties 
5s.  'S^d.  in  the  pound,  the  Imperial  subventions  received 
were  in  inverse  ratio  to  the  average  rates  levied,  /.c, 
the  hig^her  the  average  rate  levied,  the  lower  the 
amount  received  from  the  Imperial  Exchequer. 
Consequently,  state  the  Committee,  "  the  reform  of 
■"  Loridon's  grievances  against  the  Imperial  Exchequer 
"  should  precede,  or,  at  all  events,  be  effected  con- 
"  currently  with  any  extension  of  the  existing  system' 
"  cf  equalisation  of  rates.  For,  as  we  have  shown  in 
"  regard  to  the  poor  rate,  complete  equalisation,  which 
"  appears  feasible  and  is  recommended  on  abstract 
"  principles  of  local  taxation,  is  hampered  by  London's 
"  relations  to  the  Imperial  Exchequer." 


The  Committee's  Recommendations. 

The     Committee     conclude    their     report    with     the 
following   recommendations:  — 

We  recommend — 

{(./]    That,   in  the  opinion  of  the   Council — 

(i.)  A  scheme  of  complete  equalisation  with 
regard  to  the  poor  rate  is  not  only  eminently 
desirable,  but  also  ultimately  practicable  by 
means  of  a  Central  Poor  Law  Authority  for 
London. 

(ii.)  With  regard  to  the  borough  rate,  a  scheme 
of  further  equalisation,  though  equally  de- 
sirable,  requires  more  detailed  investigation. 

(jii.)  The  equalisation  of  rates  would  be  greatly 
facilitated  if  coupled  with  the  redress  of 
London's  financial  grievances  against  the 
Imperial   Excliequer. 
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{b)  That  a  strong  appeal  be  made  by  the  Council 
to  H.M.  Government  with  a  view  to  drastic 
action  being  taken  to  remove  the  anomalies,  both 
•  legislative  and  administrative,  which  confront 
those  who  are  engaged  in  dealing  with  the 
practical  work  of  London  Government. 

{c)  That  the  foregoing  resolutions  {a)  and  {b) 
be  communicated  to  the  Local  Government 
Board." 

This  Report  was  first  brought  before  the  Council 
on  May  30,  1911,  when  its  consideration  was  adjoiirned 
until  after  the  summer  recess.  (See  London  Municipal 
Notes,  June,   1911,  p.   341.) 

The  Report  again  came  before  the  Council  at  its 
meeting  on  October  24,  1911,  when  an  important 
discussion  followed.  A  full  report  of  this  Debate 
appears  in  Londo?i  Municipal  Notes  for  November, 
1911  (page  129,  et  seq.),  to  which  reference  should 
be  made. 

The  foregoing  resolutions  were  then  carried  by  the 
Council,  subject  to  the  adoption  of  the  following 
motion  by  Mr.  P.  E.  Pilditch  (M.R.):  — 

"That  the  following  [be  inserted  after  the  word  'investigation'  in 
line  5 :  '  And  that  any  such  scheme  should  provide  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
present  system  of  local  government,  whereby  the  Council  is  the  authority 
with  regard  to  matters  concerning  the  whole  of  London  in  common,  and 
the  City  Corporation  and  the  Metropolitan  Borough  Councils  are  the  local 
authorities  for  matters  appertaining  to  their  own  localities.'  " 

The  subject  of  further  Equalisation,  as  already, 
referred  to,  is  closely  connected  with  the  question  of 
the  financial  relations  between  London  and  the  Imperial 
Exchequer.  This  latter  subject  is  dealt  with  at  some 
length  in  the  section  on  L.C.C.  Finance.  Further 
Equalisation,  it  will  be  recognised,  merely  represents 
a  further  reshifting  of  the  rate  burden  throughout 
London,  without  any  diminutiofi  whatsoever  in  the  sum 
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total.  What  London  is  claiming,  and  rightly  claiming, 
at  the  present  time  is  that  much  of  the  present  expendi- 
ture in  London  which  falls  upon  the  rates,  should  be 
defrayed  out  of  the  Imperial  Exchequer;  in  other 
words,  should  fall  upon  the  taxes  and  not  upon  the 
rates.  Such  being  the  case,  it  can  scarcely  be  ques- 
tioned that  the  subject  of  the  financial  relations  between 
Lpndon  and  the  Imperial  Exchequer  vastly  outweighs 
in  importance  that  of  Equalisation. 


Why  the  Progressives  are  now  pressing 
Equalisation. 

The  reasons  which  have  mainly  actuated  the 
Radical-Progressives  in  raising  at  the  present  juncture 
this  question  of  further  Equalisation  are  not  far  to 
seels:.  Their  intention  is  that  it  should  serve  as  a  red 
herring  in  order  to  detract  public  attention,  if  possible, 
from  the  fact  that  the  present  Government — forced 
though  it  has  been  to  rely  for  support  to  a  large 
extent  on  Radical  M.P.'s  for  London  constituencies- 
has  during  the  course  of  seven  years  of  office  done 
nothing  whatsoever  to  improve  the  position  of  the 
London  ratepayer.  Not  only  has  the  Government  done 
nothing  during  the  whole  of  this  period  towards 
alleviating  the  position  of  the  London  ratepayer,  but 
it  has  done  much,  as  shown  in  the  section  on  L.C.C. 
Finance,  to  render  still  heavier  the  burden  which  at 
present  presses  so  heavily  upon  the  ratepayer  in  the 
Metropolis. 

Before  leaving  this  subject  of  Equalisation,  it  may 
be  asked  what  alternative  proposals  have  the  Municipal 
Reform  Party  to  place  before  the  Electors.  These 
are  summarised  as  follows  in  a  lecture  delivered  by 
Mr.    W.   G.   Towler  on  June    19,    1912:  — 
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MunicipaE    Reform    Proposals. 

"  Then  what  are  our  proposals  for  lowering  the 
present  rate  burden  of  London? 

"  First,  with  regard  to  the  central  rates,  you  can 
levy  them,  not  upon  the  paper  valuation  of  London,  as 
is  now  done,  but  upon  the  aclual  product  of  a  penny 
rate.  It  is  a  great  hardship  upon  the  poorer  boroughs 
that  the  L.C.C.  and  other  central  bodies  levy  their 
rates  upon  the  piaper  value  of  London.  The  L.C.C, 
for  instance,  work  it  out  on  the  £45  millions  rateable 
value,  and  find  that  a  rate  of  17d.  in  the  pound 
produces  so  much,  which  is  the  sum  they  require. 
This  they  divide  up  among  the  boroughs  and  ask  each 
borough  for  a  certain  fixed  sum  for  the  year  in  question. 
One  borough  will,  perhaps,  be  asked  for  £200,000 
for  the  County  Council,  and  finds  that  a  17d.  rate  in 
the  pound  will  not  produce  that  sum^  because  of  the 
loss  of  rates  consequent  upon  '  empties.'  '  It  has^ 
therefore,  to  levy  a  county  rate  sometimes  of  17^d. 
and  17fd.  in  the  pound  instead  of  17d.  That  is  why 
speakers  and  candidates,  when  stating  that  the  County 
Rate  is  17d.,  will  sometimes  be  met  with  the  reply — 
'  That  is  a  lie;  my  rate-paper  says  the  L.C.C.  rate  is 
17fd.' 

Because  of  the  '  empties,'  the  Boroughs  have  to 
levy  a  higher  rate  than  the  17d.  fixed  by  the  London 
County  Council,  and  we  desire  to  remove  that  difii- 
culty  by  asking  the  London  County  Council  to  ascertain 
what  is  the  actual  product  of  a  Id.  rate  in  each  parish, 
and  to  levy  its  rate  on  that  basis.  You  could  remedy 
any  discrepancy — any  balance  for  or  against  each 
borough — in  the  precepts  of  the  following  year.  That 
would  give  a  small  but  respectable  amount  of  relief  to 
the  poorer  boroughs,  because  they  have  the  greatest 
number  of  '  empties.' 
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"  Then  you  have  to  remember  that  the  rates  at  the 
present  time  are  equalised  to  the  extent  of  70  per  cent, 
all  over  London.  There  is  only  30  per  cent,  which 
remains  to  be  equalised.  If  the  Poor  Rate  is  levied 
equally  all  over  London,  under  a  Central  Poor  Law 
Authority,  the  greater  part  of  the  remaining  30  per 
cent,  will  be  equalised.  There  is  not  much  difference 
in  the  Borough  Councils'  rates,  and  there  will  be  very 
little  left  to  equalise  when  you  have  a  common  Poor 
Rate,  which  will,  again,  give  lower  rates  to  many 
boroughs.  The  party  is  considering  another  Equalisa- 
tion scheme  which  will  give  more  relief  to  poorer 
boroughs,  but  at  the  same  time  provide  an  automatic 
check  on  extravagance.  We  want  an  automatic  check 
which  will  operate  quite  apart  from  the  question  of 
which  party  is  in  power  at  the  L.C.C. 

"  These  few  proposals  which  1  have  put  before 
you  do  fwt  relieve  the  rate  burden  of  London  as  a 
whole.  What  we  want  is  something  that  will  reduce 
the  rates  of  London  as  a  whole. 

Now  we  claim  that  London  ought  to  have  its 
share  of  the  land  taxes  which  Mr.  Lloyd  George  stole 
from  the  local  authorities.  The  local  authorities  were 
entitled  to  the  whole  of  those  land  taxes.  "I  believe 
every  single  Member  of  the  present  Liberal  Cabinet 
at  one  time  or  anotlier  has  declared  tliat  the  Muni- 
cipalities were  entitled  to  the  land  taxes;  but  of  course 
when  it  came  to  finding  money  for  Imperial  purposes, 
the  Cabinet  had  no  compunction  in  stealing  that  source 
(jf  revenue  from  the  local  authorities.  But  even  Mr. 
Lloyd  George  was  conscience-stricken  or  afraid,  for  he 
agreed  to  give  one-half  of  the  proceeds  of  the  land 
taxes  to  the  local  authorities.  However,  at  a  later 
stage,  being  pressed  for  money,  Mr.  Lloyd  George 
would  not  give  them  even  one-half.  We  are  entitled 
to    press    strongly    for    a    remedy    of    that    grievanoe. 
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When  the  Progressives  talk  of  taxing  land  for  Municipal 
purposes,  you  can  urge  that  the  Progressive  Party 
should  go  to  Mr.  Lloycl  Creorge  and  ask  him  who 
stole  the  land  taxes.  A  proportion  of  the  land  taxes 
— £50,000  a  year — which  is  all  you  are  likely  to  get,, 
would  help  London  to  some  extent. 

"  There  is  another  little  tax  to  which  I  think  the 
local  authorities  of  London  are  justly  entitled.  That 
is  the  petrol  tax.  The  motor- 'buses  each  pay  now 
some  £60  a  year  in  petrol  tax;  and  when  we  get  the 
promised  4,000  'buses  on  the  road  next  year,  that  will 
produce  for  the  Government  the  handsome  sum  of 
£240,000  a  year,  to  say  nothing  of  what  motors  and 
taxicabs  will  pay.  That  petrol  tax  is  given  to  the 
Road  Development  Fund,  but  London  so  far  has  not 
got  anything  from  that  Fund.  We  are  entitled  to  say 
that  those  motor- 'buses  and  other  vehicles  are  plying 
for  hire  on  the  London  streets,  and  that  the  petrol  tax 
ought  to  be  paid  to  the  local  authorities  for  the  main- 
tenance of  the  London  streets.  That  one  tax  alone 
wouia  relieve  the  rates  of  London  by  Id.  in  the  pound. 

"  Now  let  us  go  further  and  deal  with  that  very  old 
grievance  of  London  in  connection  with  Exchequer 
contributions.* 

"  The  Exchequer  contributions  were  settled  in  the 
years  1888  and  1892  on  this  basis:  that  as  the  local 
authorities  in  London  and  throughout  the  country 
carried  out  many  duties  of  a  national  character,  the 
Imperial  Government  should  properly  recompense  them. 
The  basis  of  settlement  arrived  at  was  unfair  to  London. 
Certain  revenues  or  taxes  were  set  aside  by  Parliament 
to  go  into  a  fund  to  be  distributed  to  the  local  authori- 
ties throughout  the  country  (London  included),  as 
payment  to  those  local  authorities  for  the  cost  of  the 


*  For  further  particulars  as  to  Exchequer  contributions,  see  section  on 
L.C.C  Finance. 
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national  duties  carried  out  by  them.  In  addition, 
those  assigned  revenues  were  to  give  a  balance  to  the 
local  authorities  in  relief  of  rates.  About  the  year 
1900,  the  balance  in  relief  of  London  rates  started  to 
disappear  in  an  astounding  fashion.  This  was  due  to 
the  fact  that  the  cost  of  national  duties  was  increasing 
rapidly,  and  more  duties  of  a  national  character  were 
being  constantly  thrown  upon  the  local  authorities  by 
Parliament  without  Imperial  grants  being  made  to 
defray  the  additional  cost.  The  result  is  that  the 
money  now  paid  by  the  Imperial  Government  to  the 
local  authorities  for  national  duties  is  not  even  sufficient 
to  pay  the  cost  of  those  duties.  In  London  there  is  no 
balance  in  relief  of  rates,  and  there  is  an  actual  deficit. 

"  The  Royal  Commission  of  1904  acknowledged 
that  if  London  received  justice  with  regard  to  these 
Imperial  grants,  she  ought  to-day  to  be  in  receipt  of 
upwards  of  £2,000,000  a  year  more  than  she  is  now 
actually   receiving. 

"  We  have  pressed,  continually  pressed,  and  will 
press  still  further  for  justice  to  London  in  this  matter. 
We  are  entitled  to  ask  for  a  million  a  year  more  in 
Exchequer  grants  from   the    Imperial   Government." 

These  items  together  would  represent  a  relief  to  the 
London  Ratepayer  of  approximately  1s.  in  the  pound.  To 
this  London  is  justly  entitled,  and  it  is  the  policy  of 
Municipal  Reform  to  secure,  if  possible,  this  relief  on 
behalf  of  London. 

N.B.— An  important  Debate  on  the  subject  of 
Equalisation  of  London  Rates  took  place  in  the  House 
of  Commons  on  March  3,  1909.  Of  this,  a  full  report 
appears  in  London  Mufiicipal  Notes  for  March,  1909, 
pp.   140  to  103. 
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ADDENDUM 


The  Government  of  London. 

Progressive  Party's  Scheme  of  "  Reform." 

Since  the  above  was  written,  further  evidence  is  to 
hand  showing  that  one  of  the  leading  planks  in  the 
Progressive-Socialist  platform  at  the  L.C.C.  elections 
on  March  6  next  will  be  the  so-called  "  reform  of 
London  Government."  The  London  Liberal  Federation 
has  quite  recently  adopted  a  report  on  the  subject  from 
a  special  committee,  and  the  scheme  vv^hich  is  there  laid 
down  may  be  regarded  as  the  official  Progressive 
proposal.* 

The  scheme,  as  summarised  in  The  Times  of 
December  31,  19L'2,  provides  that  the  City  of  London 
shall  be  coterminous  with  the  present  Administrative 
County,  and  that  LoncSon,  as  thus  constituted,  shall  be 
governed  by  a  central  authority  which  shall  consist 
of  200  councillors,  whose  elected  chairman  shall  be 
Lord  Mayor  of  London,  and  by  local  authorities,  which 
shall  be  the  present  Boroisgh  Councils.  The  central 
authority  shall  be  entrusted  with  the  duties  of  the 
London  County  Council,  the  City  Corporation,  and  the 
Metropolitan  Asylums  Board,  and  shall  have  control 
over  Poor  Law  and  municipal  administration,  and  over 
the  assessment  of  property  for  local  taxation.  There 
shall  be  one  rate  to  meet  all  ordinary  costs  of  local 
administration  in  London,  which  shall  be  levied  uni- 
formly over  the  whole  City,  and  there  shall  be  paid  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  that  rate  the  expenses  of  the  central 
authority  and  such  expenses  of  the  local  authorities  as 
shall  be  budgeted  for  by  them  annually  and  approved 

*  See  further  as  to  this  subject,  London  Municipal  Nntes  for  January,  1913. 


292 

b\  the  central  authority.  If  the  central  authority  with- 
holds its  approval  from  any  proposed  expenditure,  it 
shall,  nevertheless,  at  the  request  of  the  local  authority, 
raise  the  money  required  by  means  of  an  exceptional 
rate  in  the  borough  concerned.  The  local  authorities 
shall  exercise  the  duties  at  present  performed  by  the 
Metropolitan  Borough  Councils ;  such  of  the  duties  of 
the  guardians  of  the  poor  as  are  best  administered 
locally ;  and  such  other  duties  as  the  central  authority 
shall  delegate  to  them.  All  public  property,  debts, 
and  liabilities  connected  with  the  local  government  of 
London  shall  be  vested  in  and  imposed  upon  the  central 
authority. 

This  scheme  contains  some  notable  alterations  as 
compared  with  former  Progressive  proposals  for  reform. 
Nothing  is  said  about  education,  although  in  1908  the 
executive  committee  of  the  London  Liberal  Federation 
recommended  the  creation  of  an  educational  authority 
for  London  directly  elected  ad  hoc.  There  is  little 
doubt  that,  with  its  ever-increasing  burdens,  the  London 
County  Council  is  unable  adequately  to  perform  its 
educational  duties,  and  many  of  those  concerned  with 
local  government  in  London  would  welcome  a  return  to 
the  old  conditions,  under  which  the  educational  work 
was  transacted  by  those  directly  elected  for  the  purpose. 
In  view  of  recent  discussions  at  the  London  County 
Council,  it  is  somewhat  surprising  to  find  no  reference 
in  the  scheme  to  the  traffic  question.  While  the 
Municipal  Reform  Party  have  been  urging  the  creation 
of  an  independent  board  to  deal  with  all  traffic  matters, 
the  Progressives  have  contended  that  the  control  of  the 
traffic  should  be  entrusted  to  the  existing  central 
authority.  Under  the  new  scheme  the  Borough  Councils 
arc  apparently  to  be  preserved,  although  they  would 
be  under  the  financial  control  of  the  central  authority, 
which  would  have  the  power  at  any  time  to  withhold  its 
a]-)proval  to  any  pro])osed  expenditure.      If  the  expendi- 
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ture  were  then  incurred,  an  exceptional  rate  would  have 
to  be  levied  in  the  particular  borough  concerned,  so 
that  even  under  this  arrangement  there  would  not  be 
the  complete  equalisation  of  rates  which  the  Pro- 
gressives hope  to  obtain. 

The  general  effect  of  the  proposal  would  be  to 
create  a  body,  apparently  without  aldermen,  which 
would  have  an  almost  impossible  amount  of  work  under 
its  control.  At  present  the  leading  members  of  the 
County  Council  are  in  almost  daily  attendance  at  the 
County  Hall,  and  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  a  great 
amount  of  additional  work  could  be  imposed  upon  it 
with  any  prospect  that  it  would  be  transacted  satis- 
factorily. The  Municipal  Reform  Party  contend  that 
the  central  authority  is  already  overloaded  with  work, 
and  they  favour  the  retention  of  the  present  system^ 
which  gives  the  County  Council  povvcr  over  affairs 
common  to  the  Metropolis  as  a  whole,  but  leaves  the 
Borough  Councils  to  deal  with  local  affairs. 
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